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CURRENT TOPICS. 


‘Tue Lanp Transfer Bill was down for second reading 
House of Commons on Thursday last. Evidently every effort is 
to be made to convert it paring A Act of Parliament before the 
Jubilee day. 


Wir rxEaArp to the issue of the Revised Rules of the Supreme 
Court, we have been favoured with the following report of a 
question and answer in the House of Commons on the ier oubject, 
which appear to have escaped the of the daily 
On ~ to the 8th of March, Mr. Aruentxy-Jonzs 
Attorney-General whether the revision of the Rules of 
Supreme Court was now com ; when the rules are likely 
to be issued; whether the w of the revised rules would be 
issued at one time or by instalments. The Attorney-General said : 
“‘T am informed that ge gay is not ag ager and it is not 
possible to say when it complete, as there are many 
points still to be considered. But the rules will probably 
issued in sections, and important alterations will be made. 








THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel: Mr. Joun Crrizr, 
1863; Mr. Witt1am Arexanper Linpsay, Northern 
1873; Sir Wrtt1am Henry Rarriaan, Allahabad, India 1873 ; 
Mr. Janes Mutitaay, Chancery Bar, 1874; ‘Mr. Onarces 
Bensamin McLaren, Bar, Ista: Me, Joun 
Grorcze Burcnsr, MP., Chancery , 1878 LAUDE 
BaGGa.Lay, Parliamentary Bar, 1878; Mr. Auexanper D. 0. 
Wenppersurn, South-Eastern Circuit, 1880; Mr. Wii114 
Henry Ursonn, Chancery Bar, 1881; Mr. Epwarp OnArues 
Macnacuten, Chancery Bar, 1885 ; and Mr, Cuanzes E. E. 
Jenxins, Chancery Bar, 1885. 





THE REMARKABLE thing about this new batch of “silks” is, 
of course, the number of members of the Chao Bar on 
whom the distinction has been conferred. Has there any 
instance in recent times of seven members of that bar being 
created Queen’s Counsel at the same time? Perhaps we | may 
add another notable fact, that ail the “we are seven” are 
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very well qualified for promotion, and if we may adopt the 

remark of a young sporting friend, are ‘‘about as promising a 

lot of colts as have ever been entered for the Chancellor's 
” 


Stakes. 


We prvsuisn elsewhere a draft rule relating to pleadings 
which nibbles very slightly—we should say infinitesimally—at 
the Long Vacation. Under the existing practice no pleadings 
can be amended or delivered in the Long Vacation, unless 
directed by a court or a judge (R. 8. C., ord. 64, r. 4). It is 
now proposed that in causes intended to be tried at the Autumn 
Assizes at any place for which the commission day is fixed for a 
day prior to the 1st of December, summonses may be issued, and 

ings amended, delivered, or filed in the Long Vacation on 
and after the Ist of October. If the rule had been made to 
apply to all actions it would perhaps have been a reform of 
iable benefit. As it stands it only serves to emphasize 

e complete indifference of the authorities to the general desire 

for the » ears and re-arrangement of the Long Vacation. 








WE razint elsewhere in its final form the rule which is to 
take the place of R. 8. C., ord. 30, r. 1, and which will for the 
future regulate the taking out of a summons for directions. 
Hitherto it has been permissible, but not obligatory, to take 
out such a summons in any cause or matter not specially assigned 
to the Chancery Division. In making the summons obligatory 
it has been necessary to define more precisely to what matters it 
is applicable, and there is an express exemption of Admiralty 
actions and of actions in which the plaintiff goes to trial with- 
out ‘pleadings under order 18a. @ pointed out, moreover, 

m the appearance of the draft rule (ante, p. 363), that since 

@ word “action” includes many originating summonses, it 
was essential also for it to be made clear that these were not 
intended to be burdened with the summons, and we are glad to 
see that the rule as now issued has been altered accordingly. 
It adheres, however, to the draft rule in extending the summons 
to actions in the Chancery Division. In every action, therefore, 
inthe Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions, except actions 
under order 18a, the summons for directions will be a necessary 
feature after the 25th of October next, the date on which the 
rule is to come into operation, unless, indeed, the plaintiff 
obtains summary judgment under order 14. The summons will 
have to be taken out after appearance, and before the plaintiff 
takes any fresh step in the action other than application for an 
injunction or for a receiver, or for such summary judgment. 





Ir nas often been remarked that business is carried on by 
those engaged in it on the principle of trust and not of suspicion, 
and that commercial documents are in consequence frequently 
framed with remarkable carelessness. It is probably for this 
reason that some bankers in the City still continue to issue 
letters of credit in a form similar to that which was the subject 
of discussion in the well-known case of Re Agra and Masterman’s 

(L. R. 2 Ch. 391). The form is substantially as follows : 
‘You are hereby authorized to draw upon us to an amount not 
nego, al , and the bank undertake with all persons 
who are Jide holders for value of drafts drawn under this 
letter of credit to honour the same. ll persons making 
advances upon this letter of credit are requested to indorse 
thereon the amount of their advances.” Such letter is given by 
banks to customers going abroad, and is very frequently not 
seen again by the banks, and it is obvious that in the hands of 
a negligent, and still more of a fraudulent person, such a docu- 
ment may give rise to serious complications. The legal effect of 
the document is similar to that of an advertisemert, and a con- 
tract is created between the bank and all Jond fide holders of 
dgafte drawn under the letter of credit to pay the drafts up to 
the amount of the credit. It may well happen that money is 
advanced upon the letter,’ and that no indorsement of the 
advance is made ; that the owner of the letter needs a further 
advance and forgets the amount that he has previously obtained. 
In such @ case the credit may be overdrawn, and the person 


the letter. It seems impossible to hold the bank liable, because 
they were bound to pay the bond fide holder of the prior draft 
the amount advanced, and had no means of preventing their 
customer from obtaining the second advance ; on the other hand 
it is extremely hard on the second lender that he should be 
unable to recover on account of the negligence (undiscoverable 
by him) of the prior lender and the customer. 





In THE case of fraud similar and more complicated ques- 
tions arise. Sup the owner of the credit goes to A. 
and obtains an vance, which A. indorses on the letter, 
and which is duly paid: the owner then draws a bill 
against the letter on a fictitious payee, and therefore of 
course refrains from indorsing the amount on the letter, but 
succeeds in getting an advance on the bill, which gets into the 
hands of a bond fide holder. The bank, seeing their customer’s 
signature on the draft and having no grounds for suspecting a 
fraud, pay the amount, as they are probably bound to do, to the 
bond fide holder. The owner of the letter then goes back to A. 
(the first lender) and asks him for another loan, shewing him 
again the letter which only bears the indorsement of the 
original loan, and A., seeing this, makes a further advance. In 
the meanwhile the credit has been exhausted by payment of the 
fraudulent draft, and the bank therefore refuse to pay A. or 
the holder who claims through him. Upon whom is the loss to 
fall? On the one hand, the bank contend that they were bound 





to pay the bond fide holder of the fraudulent draft, which pur- 
ported to be drawn against the letter and contained nothing on 
the face of it to arouse any suspicion. On the other hand, A. 
has been guilty of no negligence, having only advanced an 
amount for which apparently the letter of credit was open. It 
would certainly seem more equitable that, as between the two 
innocent parties, the loss should fall upon the bank, who have 
armed their customer with a document so easily converted into 
an instrument of fraud, bit it is very difficult to arrive at the 
conclusion that the innocent lender can recover against the bank, 
who have only contracted to pay any bond fide holder of a draft 
drawn under the letter of credit up to the amount of that credit. 
Whatever the legal liability, it is clearly advisable that a 
different form of letter of credit should be adopted by all, as it 
is by many, banks, and that all such letters should be addressed 
to named agents of the bank, whom they can trust to indorse 
the amount of their advances upon the letters. 





Tue case of White v. Whitewood, before Cotttins, J., illustrates 
the danger which a landlord runs of losing his land by the 
operation of the Real Property Limitation Acts if he allows a 
tenant to be in occupation under an informal arrangement. In 
1877 the plaintiffs, who were the freelolders, negotiated for a 
lease to Tayior, which was to be for a term of seven years from 
Michaelmas, 1878. Tayitor entered into ion, but no 
lease was executed. In 1880 the defendant was, with the con- 
sent of all parties, substituted for Taytor. A draft lease was 
then prepared by the lessors’ solicitors and sent to the defen- 
dant’s solicitor. Alterations were subsequently made in it on 
each side, and the final draft approved on the defendant’s behalf 
was sent to the lessor’s solicitors, and then nothing more was 
done save that the defendant remained in possession and the 
leesors did some repairs. No rent was paid after 1882. Upon 
these circumstances it was contended on behalf of the defendant 
that there was no binding agreement for a lease, and that by 

ayment of rent he had become simply tenant from year to year. 
a the statute would run against the plaintiffs from 1882, when 
the last rent was received, and their title would be extinguished 
in 1894. This result, however, would be avoided if there was 
an agreement for a seven years’ lease, of which specific per- 
formance could be obtained,, Such an agreement would confer 
upon the defendant an equitable term which would be as good 
as a legal term for preventing the operation of the statute 
(Archbold v. Scully, 9H. L. Cas. 360), and under the present law, 
i , the defendant would have been in ween | the same 
position as if the lease had been actually granted (V7. v. 
Lonsdale, 21 Ch. D. 9). The result, th , depended upon 
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altered draft sent on behalf of the defendant, and whether there 
had been such part performance as to take the case out of the 
Statute of Frauds, and allow of specific performance of the 
agreement. Under the circumstances Oorims, J., held that it 
was to be inferred that the plaintiffs had assented to the altered 
draft, and had communicated their assent to the defendant ; 
and, moreover, since the possession by the defendant was refer- 
able only to the agreement, there had been part performance 
sufficient to get over the difficulty on the Statute of Frauds. 


for a term of seven years expiring at Michaelmas, 1885, and the 
stetute, therefore, had not run. 





Ir HAS BEEN reported in the newspapers this week that a well- 
known lady has obtained a divorce from her husband in Cali- 
fornia. The husband is stated to be a domiciled Englishman 
resident in England. These so-called divorces, granted by 
foreign courts to English men and women, seem to be getting 


rather common; but_English courts stice refuse to recog- 
idi j vorce were 


nize their yalidit d 
valid may run serious risk. ong ago as 1812, it was 
déci in the famous case of FR, v. Lolley (R. & R. 287) 
‘that a divorce obtained against an Englishman by his wife 
in a Scotch court was no defence to an indictment for 
bigamy against the man for having married again after 
the divorce. The question has, however, been several times 
before the courts in one form or another recently, and a 
good many of the doubts which have surrounded the subject 
seem to have been cleared up. Thus, in Greenv. Green (41 W. R. 
591; 1893, P. D. 89), Barnzs, J., said: ‘I have looked into 
the cases and I find no case in which it has aver been decided 
that a man can be divorced from his wife by the laws of a 
country in which he had never been resident or domiciled. The 
petitioner here has always been a domiciled Englishman, and 
his wife, though an American by domicil of origin, upon her 
iage with the petitioner became a domiciled English- 
woman.” It is plain from many of the cases that the word 
“ resident,’”’ as used by the learned judge, means at the least a 
bond fide permanent residence, and not merely a temporary 
residence taken up with the object of giving the foreign court 
jurisdiction. Probably, however, no residence of a less degree 
than is sufficient to create a domicil of choice would be recog- 
nized now as sufficient to give a we court jurisdiction. In 
Le Mesurier v. Le_ Mesurier (1895, A. 0, 517) the judges of the 
Judie mmittes a the Privy Council expressed it as their 
opinion that, ‘according to international law, the domicil for 
e time being of the married pair affords the only true test of 
jurisdiction to dissolve their marriage”; and they stated that 
they fully concurred in the views expressed by Lord Penzance 
in Wilson v. Wilson (20 W. R. 891, L. R. 2 P. & D, 485): “It 
is the strong inclination of my own opinion that the only fair 
and satisfactory rule to adopt on this matter of jurisdiction is to 
insist upon the parties in all cases referring their matrimonial 
differences to the courts of the country in which they are domi- 
ciled. Different communities have different views and laws 
respecting matrimonial obligations, and a different estimate of 
the causes which should justify divorce. It is both just and 
reasonable, therefore, that the differences of married people 
should be adjusted in accordance with the laws of the commu- 
nity to which they belong, and dealt with by the tribunals 
which alone can administer those laws. An honest adherence 
to this principle, moreover, will preclude the scandal which 
arises when a man and woman are held to be man and wife in 
one country and strangers in another.” 





Oncr mor the gambling question has come before the judges 
of the High Court in the case of Meg. v. Davies, ( 
elsewhere) heard last week by the Court for Orown Cases 
Reserved. This case, however (as probably most lawyers 
will agree), should never have been all to occupy the 
time of five judges, and the chairman of quarter sessions 
who ed it ought to have found no obstacle in the way 
of an acquittal. The defendant was indicted under 
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section 4 of 17 & 18 Vict. c. 38 for that he, “ being the | 


ier of a certain house, did open, 
e J > . 

It appeared that Davies had Lg i 
house to play whist, and that, after playing that 
time, they began to play a game of chance 
Bank,” one of the players losing a considerable sum. 


in answer to — uestions, found that Davis, 

did not open his uss for “tulaefeh geainn i 

occasion for such a p : 

unlawful game, but 

gaming-house, and that it was used for unla 

occasion only. On this finding the chairman 

of guilty to 

be rather an i i 

eon —— epithet of ‘‘monstrous.” If the déci had 
een upheld, no person could for money any game of chance 

in his own house without Lem the risk of ayes, prose- 

cution. Such a result was clearly never intended by the framers 

of the Act under which these proceedings were taken. It is 

entitled ‘‘ An Act for the Su ion of Gaming-Houses,” and 

is aimed at putting down Caren kept and used as 

gaming-houses—a ‘“‘common gaming-house” in 

words of Hawxuns, J., in the famous Park Club case, “‘a 

in which a large number of persons are invited habi 

congregate for the purpose of gaming.” It is submi 

the reasonable interpretation of the section in question 

the offence is committed only when unlawful ing i 

main p for which the house is kept or 

house is habitually used for such a purpose. 
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person for “ 
poses of unlaw because on one occasion he pla: 
game of chance therein is like an absurdity. The 
also intimated that it is a question of law for the judge, 
of fact for the jury, weer not a game is an 
game, and that this question should not have been 


jury. 


In tue case of Re Ridding (45 W. R. 457) a, J. 
endeavoured to put right a misconception which has arisen wi 
regard to the effect of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Courtier (35 W. R. 85, 34 Oh. D. 136). The question is as to 
the liability of a tenant for life of leasehold under a 
will to pay the cane Oe on the out of income. 
In Re Courtier the Court of Appeal bh ta tenant for life 
was not bound to do certain repairs, and hence in Re Baring (41 
W. R. 87; 1893, 1 Ch. 61) Kzxewicn, J., appears to have come 
to the conclusion that a tenant for life is enti gy +p income, 
and that he can throw the annual on resid 
estate. For his own part the | 
that the tenant for life was bound 
ments which were necessary to hi 
to the opinion, as he und 
the tenant for life was 
property, he allowed him 
Courtier, however, the 
with periodic charges, b 
for life to effect i i 
the testator in his i 
state of repair at the death 
the tenant for life, k 
repair, but declined to 
state of things that the 
was under no obligation. 
Corron, L.J., “that the 
repairs out of the rents and 
for life from liability to 
testator is a very different 
keeping down the annual 
In Re Ridding (supra) a 
aoe ts her life According 

ow for her life, 
Re Baring, it was to contend 
income ; but J., 
Zs Courter, took the astarel, view that 
to the net income, consequently 
expense of all outgoings incurred after the testator’s death. 
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TRUSTS FOR PAYMENT OF DEBTS. 


Ir has long been established that the mere conveyance of 
by a debtor upon trust for payment of his debts by a 
to which the creditors are not parties, does not raise in 
favour of the creditors a trust which they can enforce, and it is 
t for the debtor to revoke the trusts and make a fresh 
ition of the property ( Wallwyn v. Coutts, 3 Mer. 707). In 
Garrard v. Lord Lauderdale (3 Sim. 1, affirmed 2 Russ. & My. 
451), well known as the leading case on the subject, this was 
put upon the ground that where the debtor, without the privity 
of his creditors and without receiving any consideration, makes 
a for the payment of his debts, he is merely directing 
the mode in which his own property shall be applied for his 
own benefit, and upon this view it was thought possible to 
reconcile the decision of Lord Expon in Wallwyn v. Coutts with 
the principle of Ellison v. Ellison (6 Ves. 656) that, though the 
court not assist volunteers where the trust has not been 
completely established, yet an actual conveyance upon trust 
without consideration will be sup in favour of the cestui 
trusts against the settlor. ‘‘I take the real nature of this 
to be,” said Lord Brovenam, O. (2 Russ. & My., p. 455), 
“like that in Wallwyn v. Coutts, not so much a conveyance 
vesting a trust in A. for the benefit of the creditors of the 
grantor, but rather that it may be likened to an arrangement 
made by a debtor for his own personal convenience and accom- 
modation—for the payment of his own debts in an order pre- 
scribed by himself—over which he retains power and control, 
and with respect to which the creditors can have no right to 
complain, inasmuch as they are not injured by it, they waive no 
right of action, and are not executing parties to it.” 
mg this reasoning has not escaped criticism (see per 
Kwicur Bruce, V.C., in Wilding v. Richards, 1 Coll. 655), yet 
the decision in Garrard v. Lord Lauderdale has been accepted as 
establishing the law, and it was expressly approved by Jamzs, 
L.J., in Johns v. James (26 W. R. 821, 8 Ch. D. 744; and see 
Synnot v. Simpson, 5 H. L. C. 121). It may be taken, therefore, 
that the mere execution of the conveyance does no more than 
constitute the trustees the agents of the debtor to carry out his 
mandate, but that so long as the creditors have not been 
personally introduced into the arrangement, the mandate 
remains revocable. If the creditors have been made parties to 
and have executed the deed, or if they have been consulted and 
have agreed to the arrangement, the result of course is different. 
A complete trust in their favour has been constituted and the 
debtor has no power to revoke it. But in Garrard v. Lord 
Lauderdale this effect was not attributed to the mere fact of the 
communication of the execution of the deed to creditors, an 
omission which has been criticized in subsequent cases. “It 
to me,” said Lzacn, M.R., in Acton v. Woodgate (2 My. 
492), ‘that this doctrine ’—namely that a communication 
by the trustees to creditors of the fact of such a trust would not 
defeat the power of revocation by the debtor—“‘is questionable 
because the creditors, being aware of such a trust, might be 
induced to a forbearance in respect of their claims, 
they would not otherwise have exercised.” So in Browne 
wendish (Jo. & Lat., p. 635), Lord Sr. Lzonarps, while 
whether every representation to a creditor would give 
t of the trust, and observing that it must depend 
character of the representation and the manner it was 
upon, said that he should be sorry to have it understood 
@ man might creste a trust for the benefit of his creditors, 
unicate it to them, and obtain from them the benefit 
lying by until, perhaps, the legal right to sue was 
then insist that the trust was wholly within his 
And it is now clear that if property be a ssigned 
a who takes possession of it and communicates with 
the creditors who ex their satisfaction, the trust is irrevo- 
eable (Harland vy. Binks, 15 Q. B. 713 ; Lewin on Trusts, 9th ed., 
p- 569). In general it may be said that the deed operates as 
® mandate only so long as the creditors have have not been 
induced to place reliance upon it, but after this has taken place 
it becomes irrevocable and is enforceable in their favour. 
Bat though the doctrine of Garrard v. Lord Lauderdale applies 
to eases where the debtor has done no more than vest the pro- 
perty in a trustee for payment of debts, and where no communi- 
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cation with the creditors takes place in consequence of which their 
position can be affected, a distinction has been made in cases 
where the object of the conveyance is to effect a settlement of 
the property as well as to provide for the payment of debts, 
and, at any rate if the settlor takes a life interest and the trust 
for payment of debts does not arise till after his death, it will 
be assumed that the creditors were as much an object of his 
bounty as the beneficiaries and the trust will be enforceable in 
their favour. In Synnot v. Simpson (supra) Lord Cranworts, 
C., said: “I doubt whether the doctrine acted on in Garrard 
v. Lord Lauderdale applies to a case where the trust is to 
come into operation only on the death of its author, and 
where, subject to the trust for payment of debts, the lands 
charged are conveyed by way of bounty to a third person. I 
think it at all events open to argument that in such a case the 
settlor must primd facie be understood to be dealing with his 
property as if he was disposing of it by will, and therefore as 
contemplating bounty throughout.” In that case A. and B., a 
father and son, on the occasion of the son’s intended marriage 
settled certain freehold estates on trusts under which A. was 
tenant for life. ‘These estates were exonerated from debts due 
by A. which were made charges on certain leasehold estates. 
The leasehold estates were vested in trustees on trust to keep 
down the interest of the debts, and with the consent of A. 
and B. to sell for payment of the debts. The estates 
were not sold in the lifetime of A., and after his death 
it was held that the trust was enforceable at the suit 
of a creditor whose debt was scheduled to the settlement. The 
House of Lords arrived at this result on the ground referred to 
in the passage quoted above, that the scheduled creditors were 
the objects of the settlor’s bounty just as much as the son, who 
only took the estate subject to the debts. Although the trust 
for payment of debts might be revocable by the settlor during 
his life, yet after by his death revocation had become im- 
possible, the trust was finally established in favour of the 
creditors. The circumstances were similar in Montefiore v. 
Browne (7 H. L. C. 241) where the same result followed, and 
the doctrine has been applied in He Fitzgerald’s Settlement (36 
W. R. 385, 37 Ch. D. 18), and in Godfrey v. Poole (13 App. Cas. 
497). Where there isa trust for payment of debts and also a 
disposition of the surplus in favour of persons other than the 
debtor the latter disposition may by itself save the trust for 
creditors from being revocable (Godfrey v. Poole), though this 
result is made still clearer when the trust for payment of debts 
does not arise until after the death of the debtor (Re Fitzgerald's 
Settlement). 

The distinction between the principle of Garrard v. Lord 
Lauderdale and Synnot v. Simpson has recently been considered 
by Kexewicn, J., in Priestley v. Ellis (45 W. R. 442). There 
a father and son appointed property to trustees upon trust, 
subject to the father’s life interest, to sell with the consent of 
the father and son or the survivor, and after the death of the 
survivor at the discretion of the trustees, and out of the pro- 
ceeds of sale and the rents and profits till sale to pay the 
father’s debts owing during his life or after his decease. The 
surplus and the unsold pro were to go to the trustees of a 
settlement of even date, under which the father was tenant for 
life and the son was tenant in tail in remainder. The contents 
of the deed of appointment were not communicated to any of 
the creditors. The property was not sold during the life of the 
father, but after his death part was sold and the proceeds 
applied in paying certain itors, and in 1889 the unsold part 
conveyed to the trustees of the settlement. Subsequently to 
this, and after the death of the son, the executors of a creditor 
of the father of whose debt the trustees of the deed of appoint- 
ment had been unaware, claimed to have the trust enforced in 
their favour, and Kzxewicn, J., held that their claim was right. 
There were certain points in which the case differed from Syn- 
not vy. Simpson, but the general effect was to create a trust in 
favour of the creditors, which, though it might be revocable 
during the joint lives of the father and son, yet upon the death 
of the father without exercising the power of revocation, be- 
came complete in favour of creditors. There was no power of 
revocation in the son alone, and consequently the conveyance of 
the property in 1889 to the trustees of the settlement could not 
operate as a revocation aud so defeat the claim of the creditor. 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


TRANSFER OF ADVOwsoNns.—The Church Patronage Transfers Bill, 
which has been introduced by the Archbishop of York, and read a 
second time in the House of Lords, provides that, after the passing 
of the Act, a transfer of the right of nomination or presentation to 
any cure of souls shall be void unless notice in writing of the intended 


transfer, and of the name and address of the transferee, shall have | Y 


been given to the diocesan registrar four weeks before the completion 
of the transfer, and the transfer is to take effect for all purposes as 
from the date when a copy of the instrument of transfer shall be 
deposited in the diocesan registry. The primary object of the Bill is, 
as the Archbishop, in moving the second reading, stated, to enable the 
bishop to know from time to time who is the patron of any individual 
benefices in his diocese, and he thought it would also tend, if not to 
abolish, at any rate to diminish, the traffic in livings. 

Brrts ADVANCED.—The Conveyancing Bill has been read a second 
time in the House of Lords, and the Workmen’s Compensation Bill 
a second time in the House of Commons. 








REVIEWS. 
BILLS OF COSTS. 


MopEts or Brits oF Costs In THE House or Lorps; Court or 
APPEAL; Common LAW; CHANCERY; PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS OF THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE ; 
AND IN THE LoRD Mayor’s Court AND THE County CouRT; 
ScALES AND PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING CosTs, AND DIGESTs 
OF CASES DECIDED UNDER THE So.icrrors’ REMUNERATION ACT ; 
AND COSTS OF OBTAINING PROBATE AND LETTERS OF ADMINISTRA- 
TION, AND PASSING RESIDUARY AND SUCCESSION ACCOUNTS; AND 
THE Finance Act, 1894; TOGETHER WITH FoRMS OF AFFIDAVITS 
OF INCREASE AND OBJECTIONS TO TAXATION; ALSO THE ALLOW- 
ANCES AND CouRT FEES IN THE VARIOUS CouRTS. FourtH EDITION. 
Revised, Enlarged, and Corrected by J. F. C. BENNETT, Solicitor. 
Waterlow Brothers & Layton (Limited). 


This work has the two merits that it is comprehensive and practical. 
From the statement of its contents given above, it will be seen that it 
covers both costs in the various courts and also peste ag costs ; 
and the precedents, the editor states, have been revised by the aid of 
bills which have recently passed through the hands of the taxing 
officers. A convenient feature is that, in the models of bills of costs 
of actions in the Queen’s Bench and Chancery Divisions, the plaintiffs’ 


and defendants’ costs are set out on opposite pages, so as to co’ nd 
item by item. Before the costs of court or class of business the 
reader will find the statutes or orders ially referring to them ; 


and the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the order made under 
it are very usefully prefaced by a digest of the cases decided on the 
Act and order. It is no part of the plan of the work to provide a 
treatise on costs in general, but a short introduction gives some of 
the leading principles with respect to the awarding and taxing of 
costs, illustrating them by decided cases. The first edition of the 
work, published in 1880, was edited by Mr. A. T. Layton, and in the 
preface he said that, in its preparation, he had in mind the necessity 
that a precedent of costs should also be a suggestion of what steps 
might or ought to have been adopted. Under the —— system of 
payment for litigious work, it is obvious that a well-prepared 
precedent cannot fail to be of service to the practitioner in this 
manner, and the present work will be useful in guiding an action as 
well as in ascertaining the remuneration. The arrangement and 
printing appear to leave nothing to be desired. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Principles and Practice of the Law of Libel and Slander. With 
Suggestions on the Conduct of a Civil Action, Forms and Precedents, 
and all Statutes bearing on the Subject. By Huan Fraser, M.A., 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Law of Motor Cars, Hackney, and other 
Epitome of the Law, Statutes, and Regulations. By G. A. 
B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


An Outline of the Law of Libel. Six Lectures delivered in the 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
MODERN JUDICIAL TENDENCIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—With reference to my letter published in your issue of the 
15th inst., and your editorial comments upon it, I shall be obliged if 
ou will allow me to make some further remarks relating to the 
subject of so-called precatory trusts. 
In Lamb v. Eames (L. R. 6 Ch. D. 597) Lord Justice James 


observed that he could not help feeling that ‘‘ the officious kindness of 
the Court of Chancery in interposing trusts ” none were meant 
‘‘must have been a very cruel kindness indeed.” The decision in 


that case was very likely right enough, and I am not concerned to 
controvert it. But the observation of the Lord Justice— 
though it was with reference to the circamstances of the peat 
indecorous as it seems in my judgment—has been so often quoted 
and lauded by subsequent ju that one is compelled to regard it 
as constituting a sort of k in the geography of precatory 
trusts. Let us endeavour to ascertain its a It trots out, 
of course, the common stalking-horse of intention. But we need not 
be deceived by that. The testator who uses lan 
seldom or never have intended or not inten 
technical sense which the modern j 
evades the real question, which is, Did 
bind the conscience of the donee? If he did, then it is the duty of 
the judge (following Bishop Waltham) to enforce the obligation as a 


How does the modern judge deal with this question? Sometimes 
he tells you that the obligation is moral. Surely, if it be moral, it 
binds the conscience. Sometimes he says (being presumably in that 
case a card-player) that it is binding in honour. I should have 
thought that an obligation ing in honour was, above all other 
obligations, oe = the nae gre tw. he resorts to other 
arguments, such as the ment i iven 
sinolately’ no trust onp laiee Bead Website tn Sika Oe ip 
But what is the value of that ent? How can the donee give 
effect to the obligation if he does not get the property? In fact, all 

TO intended to be held in trust is given absolutely to the 

onee, and the trusts are engrafted upon the interest so given. Or 
he tells you that the testator, if he had intended to create a trust, 
could, and surely would, have used the technical language so dear to 
the soul of the equity lawyer of modern times. But this argument 
may be retorted. If the testator had intended not to create a trust, 
he ae omy and surely would, have said so in plain 
he makes much of the surprise which the testator have felt 
had he known that the obligation would have been enforced by the 
court. But he does not allude to the indignation which the testator 
would have felt had he known that his wishes were di 
Lastly, the judge tells you that he sees clearly an intention not to 
create a trust. But this is the worst reason of What one judge 
sees clearly in the construction of an inforssel will, encther felipe 
cannot see in the least. 

Never does the judge tell you that the conscience of the donee is 
not affected. He either knows that it is, or he does not see the real 
point. And for that reason Iam unable to think that the modern 
attitude towards precatory trusts—and it is only the attitude that I 
am dealing with—can be regarded as in any way justifiable. 

Upon the other points raised in my letter or by yourself I need not 
add anything to what I have already said. ’s observation 
quoted by you was premature, for equities have been created since 
his time—e.g., the restraint on an’ . But now, no doubt, 
equity is a crystallized . Created originally to 
defects and technicalities of the common law, it has 

themselves. Certainly I 


administered in a spirit more narrow and 
of the old common lawyers 

hope of its improvement (otherwise than by the slow 
hand of the Tegislature) under modern conditions 
the moder: spirit continues. As to the construction 
I, of course, am well aware of the common 
citation of authorities. I attach weight to these 
due weight. The indiscriminate iteration of those 
out regard to the circumstances of the case, has 
result. They have run away with their riders. 
and collective wisdom is gradually substituted i 
to oy ig so conjecture has 
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Middle Temple Hall during Michaelmas Term, 1896. By W. Buake | unjust, has found its justification, and depends the 
Operrs, M.A., LL.D., Q.C. Macmillan & Co. (Limited length of the judge's foot. It is a Suan saeiees po in and 
Selden Society. Select Pleas in the Court of Admiralty. Volume | objectionable, as anyone can see, on that account; but also at the 
II.: The High Court of Admiralty (a.p. 1547-1602). Edited for the | present day because of its disposition to seek or find s model in that 

Selden Society by Reamvaxp G. EN. Bernard Quaritch. of a Chinese lady. M. G. D. 
P.8.—As regards er eee the nee Ae ee of 
sheendty woes So hore Det tae af ee 

oN, » p- 40), - 

Mr. Justies North, who had been absent from court for over a week in } ad nd held not to te a trust. Lord Justice Rigby’s 


consequence of a severe chill, resumed his judicial duties on Monday. 
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dissent is a ful sign. But it is fair to add that I have not seen 
a full report of the case. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The letter in your last number, over the initials M. G. D., on 
the subject of Modern Judicial Tendencies, and your comments on it, 
are of far-reaching importance. The inquiry whether ‘the system 
of our courts of equity governed by established rules and bound down 
by precedents ” is not open to a charge of ‘‘ narrowness” may be of 
interest to a trained lawyer even when it is carried on in an 
academic spirit. But if that ‘‘ narrowness” is the cause of injustice to 
the suitors in our courts the system must be submitted to an examina- 
tion conducted on a broader basis. Familiarity with the work of ‘‘ the 
system ” induces us to close our eyes to the fact that the decision of 

e court given upon the construction of a will on such a common- 
place occasion as the hearing of an adjourned summons is many a time 
the cause of a crisis in the history of a family. This is unavoidable, 
but we ought from time to time to examine into our rules and 
precedents and see whether they do or do not aid in the administra- 
tion of real justice. 

Looked us from this point of view, I venture to think that some of 
these rules and predecents require reconsideration. I will mention 


Of these one of the most important is the rule, laid down in 
Routledge v. Dorril (2 Ves. jun. 365), that the doctrine of cy prés 
has no application to personal estate. Probably this rule has occa- 
sioned greater injustice in the distribution of property between the 
members of a family than any other to be found in the books. 
Through the accidental infringement of a highly technical, though 
necessary, rule, property intended by a testator to be given for the 
benefit of one branch of a family, who are made pecuniary or 
specific legatees, is carried over to other members of the family who 
are the residuary legatees, or property intended to be given to some 
members of a family who are made residuary legatees passes to the 
next-of-kin, and yet for these wrongs courts of equity have provided 
no remedy. 

At the risk of laying myself open to the charge of presumption, I 
venture to suggest for consideration whether it would not be just and 
equitable for the two following rules to be enacted by Parliament, 
and to be made applicable both to real and personal estate. 

1. Where a limitation is void for remoteness, for the reason that the 
period during which vesting is postponed exceeds by more than 
twenty-one years the duration of lives in being, such period should 
be reduced to twenty-one years. Under this rule a gift to A. for 
life, with remainder to such of his children as attain twenty-five 
years, would be read as if the gift were to such of his children as attain 
twenty-one years. 

2. A gift to an unborn person for life, with remainder to his issue 
(as purchasers) or any of them, should vest an absolute interest in that 
unborn person. 

Another instance—though probably not as disastrous in its results— 
of established rules working injustice is, I think, to be found in the 
restriction the court have imposed on their liberty to read the word 
**survivors” as others. When once it is admitted that the word 
survivors has a secondary as well as a primary meaning, and that 
testators frequently make use of it in the secondary sense, it surely 
is not consonant with justice that the court should be so astute 
as have shewn themselves in cases like Benn v. Benn (29 
Ch. D. 839) to find reasons for not giving effect to the real intention 
of the testator, as to which no plain man, not a lawyer, would-—as 
‘was said by James, L.J.—have the slightest doubt; but the tide has 
turned—see Lindley, L.J., in Benn v. Benn—the narrow interpretation 
pire: gue and the courts have decreed that property should be 

between different branches of a family in unequal shares 
when the testator wished it to be divided between them in equal 


I suppose it is too much to hope that Parliament will take the 
matter in hand and make the rules of grammar subserve the rules of 


ustice. 

The thirty-third section of the Wills Act is probably the most 
striking instance of the interference of the Legislature with questions 
of this nature. It is much to be regretted that the courts have 

the narrow construction of this section, and declined to 

ly it to the case of giftstoa class. Would it not conduce to 

and equity to declare by Act of Parliament that the section 
should apply to gifts to classes ? 

There is probably many another instance to be found where the 

of our courts of equity is open to the charge of narrowness, 
and of that kind of narrowness which is not far removed from real 
injustice, 

Would that M. G. D. (whose identity is not to be mistaken) would 
make a complete examination of this system, and lend the weight of 
lis authority to a well-considered scheme for its improvement ! 





APPORTIONMENT OF ESTATE DUTY AGAINST ANNUITIES 
FOR LIFE UNDER THE FINANCE ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—The 14th section of the Finance Act, i894, provides, in the 
case of property which does not pass to the executor as such, for the 
recovery by the owner of the property who has paid the estate duty 
from the person entitled to any charge upon it, of an amount equal 
to the rateable part of the estate duty; but it does not provide how 
the rajeable part is to be ascertained or recovered, except, if there is 
a dispute as to the proportion, it may be referred to the court for 
decision. 

If it had been provided that the amount to be recovered should be 
recovered according to the capitalized value of the annuity, the very 
awkward result would follow that such an amount would be payable 
whatever the duration of the annuity, and although the annuitant 
never became entitled to receive any appreciable payment ; but this 
would not be a rateable part of the duty, nor would it the less be not 
a rateable part of the duty if determined according to the capitalized 
value of the annuity, because, as it might be said, the annuity might 
have been sold. It is obvious that the assessment of duty under the 
Legacy and Succession Duty Acts according to the capitalized value 
of a life annuity was rendered practicable and tolerable by the liberty 
to pay by instalments, determinable if the annuity should cease 
during the currency of the instalments. 

If it is strictly a rateable part of the duty that is to be recovered, 
it cannot be determined from the capitalized value. The person 
entitled to a charge and the owner of the property may, of course, 
enter into such a compromise, and average the payment of the rate- 
able part in whatever manner they agree; but the trustees of real 
estate given subject to an annuity to a tenant for life would not be 
authorized to enter into such an unnecessary compromise, without 
the consent of the annuitant and tenant for life, as would be unjust 
to one or other, unless in the event—that would be very rare indeed 
—of the annuitants living the precise period of the expectancy of a 
person of his age. 

Take the case of real property devised in trust of the net annual 
value of £500 per annum, and of the principal value of £10,000, an 
annuity of £250 charged upon it for a Efe, and the duty, which would 
amount to £300, raised by mortgage at the rate of four per cent., the 
annual charge for interest, £12, reduces the income to £488 per 
annum, which during the subsistence of the annuity is divisible in 
equal parts between the annuitant and the tenant for life. 

The recovery of the rateable part of the estate duty will thus be 
effected by the rateable reduction of the annuity and of the income of 
the tenant for life, in order to the satisfaction of the interest upon 
the charge for estate duty, without the possibility of injustice to 
either, which is all that is contemplated by the 14th section of the 
Act; and I venture to say, in conclusion, that there is no other 
mode of precisely adjusting the liability to estate duty of a charge 
given in the form of an annuity for life, whether it is charged upon 
an estate devised absolutely or for life. 

45, Dame-street, Dublin. 

May 3, 1897. 


WILLIAM WILSON. 





BANKRUPTCY COSTS—AN OBJECT LESSON. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—A bankruptcy commenced in 1896 on the debtor’s petition ; 
closed 1897 ; ten months in all. 
Extract from trustee’s final statement :— 
Law costs of petition ... ee one ove 
Law costs after receiving order... ese 
Trustee’s remuneration, as fixed by com- 
mittee of inspection—viz., 
74 per cent. on £2,784, assets realized £208 16 0 
5 per cent. on £2,480 16s. 8d., assets 
distributed in dividend 


£15 6 1 
4412 6 


124 0 0 





332 16 0 
‘* Assets realized’ simply means a sale of the whole bankrupt’s 
estate at a valuation to a limited company formed to buy it. 

Far be it from me to say a word against the trustee, who simply 
took what the law allows, but to earn £332 16s. in ten months is not 
bad for one business, whilst the poor lawyers only got £59 18s. 7d. 

Moral—Be a Trustee and not A Soricrror. 

May 13. 


ee 





The death is announced of the Right Hon. Charles Robert Barry, 4 
Lord Justice of Appeal in Ireland. He wasa son of the late Mr. James 
Barry, Crown Solicitor of Limerick, and was called to the Irish bar ip 
1848, and soon acquired a large In 1859 he was made a Queen’s 
Counsel, and was pen: wo, J appointed Queen’s Serjeant-at-Law, and 
from 1859 to 1865 was Crown Prosecutor for Dublin. From 1868 to 


1870 he was Soleo Gomme Se Ireland, and Attorney-General from 
1870 till 1872, when he was 


to the Bench. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULE OF THE SUPREME COURT (MAY) 1897. 
OrpER XXX. 


Rule 1 of Order XXX. of the Rules of the Supreme Court, Novem- 
ber, 1893, is hereby annulled, and the following Rule shall be sub- 
stituted in lieu thereof :— 

1.—(a.) Subject as hereinafter mentioned, in every action a 
summons for directions shall be taken out by the plaintiff returnable 
in not less than four days. 

(b.) Such summons shall be taken out abba and before 
= plaintiff takes re fresh step in the action other . pie 

or an injunction, or for a receiver, or for sum ju ent under 
sos elma wiser ot 

(c.) The summons shall be in the Form No. 3 (a) Appendix K., 
with such variations as circumstances may require, and shall be 
addressed to and served upop all such parties to the action as may 
be affected thereby. 

(d.) This Rule shall not apply to Admiralty actions within the 
meaning of section thirty-four of the Judicature Act, 1873, or to 
actions coming under the provisions of Order XVITI4., or to proceed- 
ings commenced by originating summons. 
ae Where under Order XVIIIa. the defendant applies for a state- 
ment of claim, the Judge may deal with such application as if the 
ag had been entitled to take out and had taken out # summons 
or directions. 


This Rule shall come i jon o e 25th day of Octo 
1897, and MEY BS tei oe the oo Court Mey 
Fieri and as Order XXX., Rule 1, with reference to the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883. 

Hatssory, C. 

RussELL OF KinLoweEn, C.J. 
F. H. Jeune, P. 

A. L. Surra, LJ. 

R, VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, J. 
R. Romer, J. 

GAINsFoRD Bruce, J. 
Rosert B. Frnway. 
HERBERT H. Cozens-Harpy. 
JOSEPH ADDISON. 


(Signed) 


The 12th of May, 1897. 


RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME CoURT. 


The following draft Rules are published pursuant to the above- 
mentioned Act :— 
OrpER LXIV. 


Rules 4 and 5 of Order LXIV. of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
are hereby annulled, and the following Rules shall be substituted in 
lieu thereof :— 

4. In causes intended to be tried during the Autumn Assizes at 
any place for which the Commission day is fixed by Order in Council 
for a day prior to December Ist, summonses may be issued and 
pleadings may be amended, delivered, or filed in the Long Vacation 
on and after the lst day of October in any year, but shall not be 
issued, amended, delivered, or filed during any other part of such 
vacation, unless by direction of the Court or a Judge. 

5. Save as in the last preceding Rule mentioned, the time of the 
Long Vacation in any year shall not be reckoned in the computation 
of the times appointed or allowed by these Rules for amending, 
delivering, or filing any pleading unless otherwise directed by the 
Court or a Judge. 

Copies of the above draft Rules may be obtained by any public 
body, at the Lord Chancellor’s Office, House of Lords, 8. W. 





Memory, says the St. James's Gazette, is a fickle jade; but is it quite so 
untrustworthy as it appeared to the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division ? 
An application to quash an affiliation order was made on the ground that 
the tady had made a mistake as to the sex of the child. This seemed to 
the court an accidental detail which did not touch the main question. 


The treasurer (Mr. Murphy, QC.) and the benchers of the Middle 
Temple, says the Times, have a a series of festivities in connection 
with the Diamond Jubilee, the first of which will be a banquet in 
their ancient hall, on Tuesday, July 6, to the of the self- 
governing colonies, to which a distinguished company will be invited to 
meet the Colonial visitors. This will be followed on Friday, July 9, by a 
subscription ball in the Middle Temple Hall; and on Tuesday, July 13, 
the treasurer and benchers will have an ‘“‘ At Home”’ in their and 
gardens from 4 o’clock until 7. The Temple Orchestral Society will pla 
in the hall on this occasion, while the band of the Coldstream phen f 


Will play in the gardens, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MACHADO v. FONTES. No. 2. 18th May 

Practice—Pieapinc—Srarmue Ovur—Wronervt Act Donz Asrnoap— 

Ricut or Action 1x Tas Country—No Crvm Remepy i Forsron 

Country, Bur onty Crrmumat Rewepy at Instance or THe State—Piea 

or THE Foreton Law. 

This was an a from an order of Kennedy, J., at chambers. The 
plaintiff bad i pi action against the defendant for a libel 
to be contained in a pamphlet published by the defendant in Brazil. 
defendant put in a defence den: the all of the statement of 


claim rds applied 
hago ray AA. that if the pamphlet had in fact 


leave to amend his defence by 
been published by him in B (w he denied), such ie yee could 


law, bea ground of legal 
Se ee ee pin ny pte et ngs altornatively that such 





abl a Paar t d of legal defen 
ublication could no @ grouni - 
, in which the plaintiff could recover general damages for any injury 
to his credit, Pond 2 or feeli Tt was alleged on be! of the 


defendant that in cases of libel the law of Brazil provided only for criminal 
proceedings being taken by the State for the punishment of the libeller, 
and gave no remedy of any kind to or on the suit of the person libelled ; 
or, in the alternative, that the person libelled could recover only “‘ special 
damage ’’ occasioned to him by the libel. The registrar at Manchester 
allowed the amendment, and on appeal Day, J., affirmed his decision, but 
gave leave to appeal. On behalf of the defendant it was contended that 
an act done abroad, and not giving to the plaintiff in the country where 
it was done any right of action, was not actionable in this country. For 
the plaintiff it was argued that an act which would have been actionable 
if done here might be sued upon here, though done abroad, unless it were 
shewn to be justifiable or excusable by the law of the place where it was 
done. 
Tux Covrr (Lorzs and Riexy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. a i 
Lops, L.J., said: I am of opinion that this appeal must 
An action has been brought by the plaintiff against the defendant for a 
libel all to have beem published by the defendant in Brazil, and as to 
this ne Oe the def ’ t has pleaded the weoty wag 0 a 
ublication cannot be the ground o' legal poeusatiings equine’ defen- 
ant in Brazil, or at any rate that it cannot be the ground of any legal 


roceedings in Brazil in which general as pry ory ef from 
Semaen fon be vesoversd. It appears to me that that is the of 
the language used, that only: yoyo damages can be recovered. " 
Walton says that that is not t meaning of the plea, but that it is 
intended to raise a larger question than that—that 
yt gery oe j cannot be made 
at all, but only of criminal : 
of my Sallagniel, that that is the true meaning. Now, the 
applicable appears to me to be this. 
= pay ng my — the jurisd! 
cable is that the publication 
both by the law of England -Saow the law of the country where = 


publication took place. The capt wf yA a 0 = ha . 
Ww 
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: 
s 
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whethez the conditions have been 
Q, B. 1, 28) Willes, J., lays down very — 
in such a care. He says: “‘ As a general rule, in o 

land for a wrong alleged to have been committed abroad, two con- 
ditions must be fulfilled. First, the wrong m of such a character 
that it would have been actionable 


in 7) Halle 16 W. . . 2 . 
Comanttseph Bi anti against a suit in the Admiralty founded 
u 


n a liability by the law of Belgium for collision caused by the act of a 
plot, ae - ag awe was 
whom, therefore, as not being 
English law. Secondly, the act must not have been justifiable by the 
Meche Oe Wet O00, TP. D101, 111) th ; 
‘oxham (24 W. R. a . dD. ° 

if by a eee of the foreign country the act is lawful, or is excusable, or 
even if it bas been legitimized by a subsequent act of the Legislature, 
then this court will into consideration that state of the law; that is 
to say, if by the law of the f country a is j 

or is excused, or has been or he will 
not be answerable here.”’ Both of those cases seem to me to go to the 
length of establishing that if the act com of in the 
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justifiable or excusable, it was unnecessary to consider whether by the law 
of that country the remedy for the act was by civil or by criminal pro- 
ceedings.—Cownsxt, 0. Montague Lush ; Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Arthur 
J. Ashton. Soxicitors, Grant, Buleraig, § Co., for Parker, Ayre, & Moor- 
house, Manchester; Chester § Co., for Crofton, Craven, § Worthington, 
Manchester. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxenzrs, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SOUTH AFRICA SALTPETRE FIELDS (LIM.). North, J. 18th May. 


Company—Rectirication or Recister—Conrract To Issuz Suares as Futty 
Paro>—Oprtion To Pay Erruer tx Casu orn SHARES. 


/ This was an application to rectify the register under the following 
. circumstances. On the 23rd of December, 1895, a contract was registered 
for the — by the company of certain property, the consideration 

ther cash or fully paid up shares at the optiun of the company. 

| On 15th of January, 1896, shares were inal in pursuance of this 
contract. The company was perfectly solvent, as its assets far exceeded 

ite liabilities. The company was advised that the registered contract was 
insufficient, inasmuch as there was no contract to purchase for shares in 

any event. It was considered, therefore, that the shares issued to the 

vendors in payment of the purchase-money under the contract was held 
by them as unpaid. It was proposed, there 


par! PeCula) 











onTH, J., made the order as asked.--Counset, Swinfen Eady, Q.C.; 
Rowden ; Chubb. Souicrrons, Bird ¢ Eldridge. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamtrow, Barrister-st-Law. | 


GLASSE ». WOOLGAR AND ROBERTS. North, J. 18th May. 
Brxracu or Contxact—Insuncrion—SvurricigntT Remepy rn Damages. 


This was an application to restrain the defendants from letting windows 
in a house in -street for the 22nd of June, upon the day of the 
Queen’s procession. The defendants had contracted to let the windows to 
the plaintiff for £15, but, as the landlord required the windows and the 
defendants found that they had no power to sublet, the money was 
retarned and the defendants said that it was impossible for them to carry 
out the contract. 

Norrs, J., said that he would not grant an injunction. There wasa 
3 sufficient remedy in damages, for there was no evidence that seats could 
’ Ot De POL Eisewiicre. Te Pratrtrie ae et-therm s6éWhere and had to 
han £15 he could claim the increase of price as damages for the 
breach of the agreement.—Counse., Lavington; Morrow. Soxtcrrors, 
Richards ; Jordan § Lavington. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamriron, Barrister-at-Law.1 










GROWSHAW v. LYNDHURST SHIP CO. Stirling, J. 12th and 13th 
May. 
Company—Winnoinc Ur—Jvupomenr Oneprrorn—Recerversnie Onrper, 
Errect or. 


This was an action raising questions as to the rights of judgment credi- 
tors who had obtained a receivership order in the winding up of a com- 
. The action was brought by the mortgagees of a ship and freight 
Sonnet the mortgagors, who were a company, and various incumbrancers, 
—<cu were the London and North-Western Bank (Limited). The 
, on the 5th of February, 1896, after prior mortgages and 
charges had been executed, recovered judgment against the company in 
the Queen’s Bench Division. On the 1st of April of the same year they 
obtained a receivership order. The bank then proceeded in the 
| way to give an appointment before the master to fix the security. On the 
19th of April notice was served on the company, who did not appear, and 
the matter stood over from time to time, and on the 18th of June the 
receivership order was my mero modified by endorsement. Meantime, on 
the 21st of May an order been made to wind up the company. On 
of the action the liquidator of the company, on behalf of the 
of creditors, resisted the contention of the bank that, after 
| egret mi were entitled to any balance out of 





-H 


harges, they 

the of sale of the ship paid to the receiver or to the credit of the 

in court a. e general body of creditors. 
Srmume, J.—The question is one of law and, if all formalities were 
complied with, — require the decision of a judge of the Queen’s 
Division, hey ultimately of the j to whose court the 
ttac’ But it has been agreed that I shall dispose of 
jurisdiction over the case in the Queen’s Bench 
Division and the winding up, and as if the application were made either 
by the bank as judgment creditors for leave to pursue their further 
remedies under the receivership order, or as if the liquidator were apply- 
Ae stay further proceedings under that order. hat is the effect of 
order? This was considered by the Court of Appeal in Re Potts (41 
W. : . 648). In that case there was a , and 


i 
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the question was whether an order almost exactly similar in terms to the 
order of the Ist of April made judgment creditors ‘‘ secured creditors ’’ 
within the meaning of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The court decided that 
a receivership order ee ee een Sone, or lien’’ on the 
in wing regard to that judgment, it seems to me 

that t creditors have not in the circumstances acquired sny- 


thing in the nature of a charge. They are, then, in the position of judg- ' 





ment creditors who have recovered judgment and are attempting to 
obtain payment out of the assets of their debtor. Now, what effect has 
the winding up of the mortgagor company upon their rights? That 
depends upon sections 87 and 163 of the Companies Act, 1862. ‘These 
sections are to be read together, and the result is that, as was laid down 
in The Great Ship Gase (12 W. R. 139,4 DeG. J. & 8. 163), there is a 
disc’ n the court as to whether it will allow proceedings which have 
reached a certain point to go further or no. he general rule is that 
where, as regards execution creditors, the sheriff has at the date of the 
commencement of the winding up actually seized the goods of the com- 
pany, but not sold them, the court will in the absence of special circum- 











stances allow the execution to be proceeded with. But if the writ has 
only reached the hands of the sheriff, and he has sized the goods, the 
PEt es to go further. Pain n the absence of 








court W! ll DOD Rien ene 
secia! ances. ation of th ale will be found he 
caus OF he The Tondon and Devon Biscuit Co. (19 W. R. 943, 12 Eq. 190) 
before Malins, V.C., and also in the case of Re Stanhope Silkstone Collieries 
Co. (27 W. R. 561,11 Ch. D. 160), which relates to the effect of a 
garnishee order. Now, in this case all that the bank had obtained was an 
order appointing a receiver who could not act till he had given security, 
so that the order was to some extent ineffectual. I should be sorry to 
decide the matter on such a point as that, but having regard to the judg- 
ment of Lindley, L.J., in Re Potts it appears to me that this order 1s an 
incomplete process, and not complete or effectual tillan order is got on 
the persons liable to pay over the money, and there is no charge or any- 
thing of the kind. It is obvious, therefore, that the order appointing a 
receiver does not amount to putting in force the execution, but is short 
of that, and something more has got to be done to make it effective. 
That being so, no further steps can be taken after the winding up pro- 
ceedings without the leave of the court to make the order effectual. The 
rule of the court is that where the execution is incomplete the court only 
gives leave to proceed further under special circumstances. There is an 
analogy in the cases of the delivery of the writ to the sheriff not followed 
by seizure, and of a garnishee order not followed by service of the order. 
Here there are no special circumstances to justify granting leave. It 









fund be dealt with accordingly.—Counse., Graham Hastings, Q.C., and P. 
8. Stokes; McSwinney; Lightwood; Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and Jenkins ; 
C. Maenaghten; T.T. Methold; Scrutton. Sou.tcirors, Parker, Garrett, § 
Parker ; Travers, Smith, Braithwaite, ¢ Robinson; T. B. Williams; 
Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for Simpson, North, Harley, § Birkett, Liverpool ; 
Harwood & Stephenson ; Thos. Cooper § Co., for H. Dickenson § Co , Liver- 
pool; Parker, Garrett, § Holman. 
[Beported by J. I. Srrauivc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BATT’S SETTLED ESTATES AND THE SETTLED ESTATES ACT, 
1877. Kekewich, J, 15th May. 


Practice—Peririon—Serriep Estaras Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 18), 
s. 50—Marrrep Woman—Separate Examination—Marrizp Women’s 
Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 71), ss. 1 anp 5. 


Petition for an order co! a conditional contract of sale. Upon 
the hearing o on It ap one of the tioners was a 
married woman who was married before the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, but acquired her beneficial interest in the property after the 
Act. Owing to the peculiar nature of the limitations affecting the 
property, a sale could not be effected under the Settled Land Acts, 1882 
to 1890, and the present application under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, 
was rendered necessary. 1 for the petition contended that, in the 
circumstances, no examination of the woman under section 50 of 
the Settled Estates Act, 1877, was necessary, and cited the following 
cases: Riddell v. Errington (32 W. R. 680, 26 Ch. D. 220) and Re Harris 
(33 W. R. 393, 28 Ch. D. 171), he also submitted that an affidavit of no 
settlement by the married woman was not necessary: Re Standish (25 
W. R. p. 8). 

Method, a amicus curiae, informed the court that he had been counsel 
on petitions when Cc arose, and the married woman 
was not required to be examined under section 50 of the Act. $ 

Kexewicn, J., said that it was most desirable to have an uniform 
practice when a question of title was involved. Having regard to the 
cases cited and the instances referred to, he considered that the examina- 
tion was not required, and it was not necessary to have an affidavit of no 
settlement.—Counse., W. S. Eastwood ; Ingpen. Soxrrcrrors, Chas. Rogers, 
Sons, & Russell ; Smith § Hudson. 

[Reported by R. J. A. Morrrsow, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 


Re CORNWALL MINERALS RAILWAY CO. Vaughan Wiillams, J. 
14th May. 


Company—Winpinc up—Degpenture Srock—Arrears or Inrenest— 
Sraturory Powsr—Srecravry Dest—21 Jac. 1c. 163 & 4 Wu. 4. c. 27 
—26 & 27 Vicr. c. 118, ss. 22 anv 23. 


This was a a summons by which liquidator of the company to ascertain 
whether certain sums of un interest should be paid or whether the 
Statute of Limitations applied. The company was formed by a statute 
which authorized the company to issue debenture stock subject to pro- 
visions of Part IIT. of the Company Clauses Act, 1863. In 1885 a receiver 
and manager was appointed at the instance of the creditors of the com- 
pany. There were then large arrears of interest due and a scheme of 





arrangement was entered into between the company and its creditors: 


follows, therefore, that the claim of the liquidator must prevail and the’ 
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Under this arrangement the company created two debenture stocks—A. 
and B. The B stock was issued to the holders of certain existing stock 
and bore interest as from the Ist of July, 1883. Certificates were sent to 
persons entitled to B stock. About the same time a statement of interest 
on the B stock from the Ist of July, 1883, to the 31st of December, 1884, 
together with a ‘‘ deferred warrant” for such interest under the hand of 
the secretary of the company. One Holford was entitled to such B stock, 
and was one those who received the statement and deferred warrant from 
the secretary. The company (its undertaking having beon taken over by 
the Great Western Railway) was now being wound-up. Holford never 
presented his deferred warrant in his lifetime, but his executors now 
claimed the right to be paid this interest. The question being whether 
the claim was barred by the Statute of Limitations or not. 

Vaveuan Wriuias, J., held that Holford’s executors were entitled to 
be paid this interest. The debenture stock being issued under section 22 
of the Company Clauses Act of 1863 as by section 27 of the same Act the 
debt was recoverable by action, that the deferred warrant did not operate 
as a eatisfaction of the claim for interest; the debt was therefore 
statutory, and therefore upon specialty and within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, 
and that, therefore, the period was twenty years and not six.—CovunskL, 
A. Read ; C, Macnaughten. Soxtcrrors, R. A. Read; Cunliffe § Co. 


[Reported by C. W. Mzap, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. Court. 10th May. 


Loypon County Councrc—New Buripmsc—ItiecaL Srrvucrure wItTHin 
Twenty Fest or centre or Hicghway—APpPpLlicaTION FOR CONSENT OF 
Councit arrgr Erscrion—Lonpon Bumpine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. 
c. coxm.), 8. 13, suB-sEcTIon 1 anp 4. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained by Emma Webster, a married 
woman, the owner of a piece of land a on a highway, calling upon 
the London County Council to shew cause why a writ of mandamus should 
not issue comman them to hear and determine, pursuant to section 13, 
sub-section 4 of the London Building Act, 1894, an application by her to 
the said council to give their consent to the retention of a wall enclosing 
the yard of certain stables on the said piece of land. The land had not 
been previously built upon, but it was divided from the highway by a 
wooden fence. This the said owner pulled down, and erected a wall in 
the same position. This wall was within twenty feet of the centre of the 
highway. peae ped she erected stables on this land, the foreyard of 
which was bounded by the said wall, which thus became part of the 
structure. The stables being thus within twenty feet of the centre of the 


highway constituted an illegal structure within the said Building Act. j 


The London County Council took proceedings against the builder of the 
stables, and he was convicted. The wall, however, was not pulled down, 
and the county council then took p: against the owner. After 
the stables had been erected the owner made lication for the consent 
- the — — to the a cannes = vac A Spectal tibanal = hear 
the application, whereupon she ap to the a 
created under the Act, when objection was takeu that as the commell’ Red 
not decided one way or another as regards the wall, there was no decision 
to appeal from, and this view was upheld. The present application was 
e in order to compel the council to hear the application, so that, if 
necessary, the owner could then go before the tribunal of on the 
merits of her case. In shewing cause against the rule, it was contended 
that the Lcndon County Council could not give their consent to the reten- 
tion of a wall which had been erected without their leave, and which was 
an illegal structure. The application for the council’s consent must be 
made before the building is erected. In su of the rule it was con- 
tended that it would be unreasonable to hold that the wall must be pulled 
down before application for the consent of the council could be made. 

Tue Covrt (Hawkins and Wraieut, JJ.) discharged the rule. 

Hawkins, J.—This is an application for a mandamus to compel the 
London County Council to entertain an application for the retention of a 
wall already erected. Now, section 15 of the London Building Act, 
1894, says that “‘ no person shall erect any new building, or new structure, 
or any thereof, . . . in such manner that any external wall of 
ana such building or structure, - shall, without the consent in 
writing of the council, be in any direction less than the prescrihed 
distance from the centre of the roadway of any street or way (being a 
highway).’’ This is a prohibition against the erection of any building, 
without written consent, within less than twenty feet from the centre of 
a highway. Then comes sub-section 4, which provides that the council 
may, if they think it expedient, consent to the erection of any building, 
&c., at a distance less than the prescribed from the centre of 
the highway, and this sub-section adds that any dissatisfied with 
the determination of the council under this sub-section may appeal to the 
tribunal of appeal constituted under that Act. Now, this sub-section 
was enacted to provide a remedy for any grievance that might be felt on 
account of the strict enforcement of the previous sub-sections. I think, 
however, that the permission mentioned must be given before the erection 
of the structure. © wall in the present case is an structure, and 


T do not think it was ever intended that the council should be com 
to take into their consideration the retention of illegal structures 
erected. Therefore I think this rule must be discharged. 

Wricnt, J.—I am of the same opinion. Whether the county council 
have or have not power to give their consent to a building already 
erected I do not express any opinion, but clearly the oe has 
legal right to the grant of a mandamus to compel them to th 


no 
eir appli- 


cation. Rule discharged.—Oounsat, H. Avory ; Macmorran, Q.0., and 
S 2 Drie Sassen died; dene eke, 
[Reported by E. G. St1ttwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SUFFOLK LUNATIC ASYLUM ». STOW UNION. Div. Court. 10th May. 


Paverr Lunatic—Marmrenance Ornpsr—Action rm Oounry Covrt— 
Junispicrion oF JupGE TO Go BEHIND Orpgr—Lwnacy Act, 1890 (53 & 
54 Vier. c. 5), s. 287. 

This was an by the defendants from the judgment of his Honour 
Judge Eardley Wilmot, sitting at Stowmarket, in the coun 
The action was brought to recover the sum of £18 10s. 6d. against the 
defendants, under section 314, sub-section 2, of the Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 
& 54 Vict. c. 5), by virtue of sections 286 and 287, in respect of 
tenance of Aa heeraguet one adjudged to ee in the Stow 
Union. The an 
order upon the union to which the lunatic is chargeable, that such 
union was No’ ham, as in 1891, five years previously, the pauper’s 
settlement was rape be wel we re From that adjudication the 
borough of Nottingham appealed to quarter 
Sasi diivateasll but it subsequently transpired that 
formal owing to one of the magistrates 
being an interested party, and 
appeal was therefore 


by the order, and he therefore gave judgment for 
amount claimed, leaving it to the defendants to seek to re-imburse them~ 
selves the said sum in the way pointed out under section 291. From this 
judgment the defendants nee Sees eS Oe ine 
lunatic in an institution for is to 

the union from which he was sent, under section 286 of the Lunacy Act, 
1890, until it has been that he is settled in some other union, 
from which time he is deemed to be chargeable to the union in which is 


established that he is settled in such other union justices can make 
an order under section 287 of the same Act wed. wh union rae 


e was the Union of The order of justices by which 
the settlement was ad oe thon to be in that union never having 
been quashed, the plain' 
For the respondents Pe — — that a lunatic is pas 
chargeable to the union 
court judge could not go behind the order for maintenace made by the 
ustices 
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adj ions coy os sci iol” The magistrates had 
ju on ‘ 
section 287 on the Stow Union, and in respect of orders of that kind 
actions may be brought. An and the 
defence was raised that 
The county court judge had 
and the question now was 
that order. That point this court had now to decide. 
of opinion that a county court judge was bound 
the order of adjudication of settlement, which 
maintenance of the lunatic. Appeal allowed and order for a new 
trial.—Counset, 2. C. Glen and Rawlinson; Macmorran, Q.0., and — 
Soxicrrons, Rexworthy, Barnerd, ¢ Co., for Wilkes, Stowmarket ; 
Borrett, ¢ White, for Stowmarket. 

(Reported by E. G. Srruuwett, Barrister-at-Law.} 


SCOTT (Appellant) ». MIDLAND RAILWAY 00. (Respondents). Div 
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Qurry—Mrverat—Moves Racvutations—Haar or Stac—Meratiirznovs 
Mines Recutation Act, 1872—Quvertes Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. oc. 41) 
s. 1. 

This was an a by the plaintiff on a case stated by the justices of 
Busitord sitting pet ’ oman at Willenhall. The respondents were 
summoned upon an OT ark 18T8,, inspector of mines, 
under the Metalliferous Mines Regulation sa 26 caeiee 
ay Re Senensen See gpa tg ekg te % — 
pe Ben hay ory tne ST & 8 Vict. on AR, did’ an 

Mines Act, 1872, as 
abstract of the 
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minerals within the meaning of the Quarries Act, 1894, and that the said 


was a within the meaning of that Act. The ndents con- 
that heap was not a quarry within the nena of section 
1, and that the definition in that section does not apply to artificial 


deposits of minerals, slag, or other materials on the natural surface of the 
and that slag is not a mineral either within or without the 
Act. The justices were of opinion that the heap was not a place 
or quarry within the meaning of the Quarries Act, 1894, and that slag is 
not a mineral within the meaning of section 1, and they dismissed the 
summons. The question of law for the opinion of the court was whether 
such decision was right. 
Tax Cover (Hawkins and Wuicut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, and 
yoy the decision of the justices. Appeal dismissed.—CounssL, Plumtre ; 
lfved Young. Soxicrrors, Solicitor to the Treasurer ; Beale § Co. 
{Reported by E. G. Sritiwett, Barrister-at-Law.} 


DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE v. STOKES. Div. Court. 5th May. 


Moraturrgnovs Mines Recciation Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 77), s. 
41 — Conviction — Fencinc ABANDONED Mine — Owner — Person 
Inrergstep In Mrverats. 


This was a case stated by justices of Derby, involving a question as 
whether the appellant was an ‘‘ owner”’ or ‘‘a person interested in 
minerals ’’ so as to render him liable to fence an abandoned mine in 
with the Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872. Section 

of Act provides that where any mine to which the Act applies is 
the owner and every other person interested in the minerals 
fence the top of the shaft or any side entrance, and that 
abandonment took place before the Act was passed, the section 
y to such shaft or side entrance as is situate within fifty 
any way, road, footpath, or place of public resort, or in open 
unenclosed land, or, not being so situate, is required by an inspector to 
on the that it is specially dangerous. Section 41 defines 

.”? The term includes any person or body corporate who is the 
r or Jessee or occupier of any mine, or of any part 

thereof, not include a person or body corporate who merely 
ves ropalty, rent, or fine from a, mine, or is merely the proprietor 

a mine ect to any lease, grant, or licence for the working thereof, 
merely the owner of the coil and not interested in the minerals of the 
An information was laid against the appellant charging him with 
to fence the side entrance of a mine called the Carther Low 

in parish of Hartington, in the district of King’s Field, after a 
from the respondent, an i tor, to the effect that the side 
entrance was dangerous, and req him to fence it. The Carther 
Low Mine was a lead mine, and was one of those to which the Act 
It was situated se land belonging to the appellant. It was 

before 1872. e side entrance'was on enclosed land, and was 

not within fifty yards of any public road or place, but was dangerous on 
account of its proximity to a private footpath used by the occupier of the 
land. The lead mines in the district of King’s Field were 

subject to certain ancient customs now embodied in the Derbyshire 
Customs and Mineral Courts Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 163). By 

those customs every subject of the realm had a right to dig for iead ore 
in the district of 8 Field, subject to the payment of certain dues. 
The as of the manor of Hartington, was entitled to receive 
certain dues, called a a cope, upon all ag Fa ee. Cope was a 
money and lot was a payment in . The appellant was 
also to the third meer, thitty-two yards, of every wae a mine of 
, and, as owner of the soil, he was entitled to the calk, spar, 
other minerals which usually accompanied the lead ore in the 
district. The mine in question was worked in 1868, when lot and cope 
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were to the appellant’s predecessor. Since that time no owner of 
the could be traced. The appellant was convicted of the offence 
charged, and fined 1s. It was contended that he was not an owner of the 


mine or @ person interested in the minerals. 
Tas Covar (Hawxrvs and Wricnut, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, on the 
oone he the t was both the owner of the mine and a person 
in the . They said that the ancient customs merely 
the person who found a vein of lead ore the privilege of working it. 
was nothing to shew that such a person acquired any ownership, 
the mine was abandoned the ownership in it remained in the 
of the freehold freed from the privilege. The appellant was also a 
interested in the minerals, for whenever the mine was worked he 
entitled not only to money payments in respect of the mineral raised, 
to certain proportions of the mineral itself—Covnset, Dugdale, 
., and Hertall ; The Solicitor-General; H. Sutton and BE. W. Garrett. 
» Currey, Holland, § Currey ; Solicitor for the Treasury. 
[Reported by C. G. Wireranan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Ez porte THE REV. KER GRAY. Div. Court. 14th May. 


Cuarzt, Prorzrrany—Arriication To Bisnor to Grant Licence ror 
Rervsan or Brisnorp— AppiicaTion ron A Manpamus— 

Assoturz Discestion or Bisuop—Nezcessany Consent or Patron 
curse *‘Hawp anp Sxat” To APppricaTion ror LiIcENCE BEING 
Mapz-— 6 & 7 Wu. 4, c. 85, ss. 26-28. 


for a rule nisi for a mandamus to the Bishop of 
London to rehear an application by the Rev. E. Ker Gray, the incumbent 
of the proprietary chapel of St. George, Albemarle-street, that that chapel 
might be licensed for marriages. The chapel is in the parish of St. 
George’s, Hanover-square, and the rector of that church is the patron of 
concur in this application to the 


it 


fu 


the and he had refused to 
Dishop akthongh he intimated that he should not oppose the licence being 





granted if the Bishop of London thought fit todo so. In 1890 two appli- 
cations were made to the then bishop. The second of these was heard by 
Dr. Temple with Dr. Tristram sitting as Chancellor of the Diocese, and the 
application was then refused. Co followed, and on the Ist of 
April last the Bishop wrote that he been carefully considering the 
application for the licence and it a to him that he could only 
decide it upon grounds applicable to all similar cases. Having regard to 
the nature of proprietary chapels, he did not think that it would be right 
to grant a licence unless the incumbent of the parish made himself a 
arty to the application. Dr. Ker Gray, on receipt of that intimation 
to the bishop, moved the court to grant a rule not directing that the 
Bishop of pa te should grant a licence to St. George’s Chapel, but only 
that the bishop should hear the renewed application, which he submitted 
he was not yet ina tion to have done, so as to see whether in it there 
were any peculiar circumstances to shew that it was aa exceptional one. 
Section 26 of 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 85 states that it was found expedient that 
provision should be made under proper restrictions for relieving the 
inhabitants of populous districts remote from the parish church or from 
any chapel wherein marriages might be lawfully celebrated according 
to the rites and ceremonies of the Church of England from the incon- 
venience of which they might thereby be subjected in the solemnization 
of their marriages, and therefore it should be lawful for the bishop, with 
the consent of the patrons ‘given under hand and seal,’ to license pro- 
prictary chapels for the solemnization of marriages. The learned counsel 
submitted that his client was entitled to call upon the bishop to hear his 
application, and argued that until he had done so he had not the facts before 
him upon which he could decide whether the licence ought to be refused. 
The facts were different to those stated in support of the former appli- 
cation which was made at the instance of the chapel congregation and 
not as now on the ground of convenience to the inhabitants of the 
district generally, who found it difficult to get married at their parish 
church (St. George’s, Hanover-square) owing to the number of ma 
that were daily celebrated there. As a consequence they had to resort to 
the registry office for civil- marriage, and afterwards they came to the 
chapel where the marriage service was read under powers given to the 
clergy by section 12 of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 119. [Granruam, J.—How far 
is the chapel from the Church of Si. George’s, Hanover-square? Less 
than a third of a mile.] By the statute of Will. 4 there was a duty 
imposed upon the bishop to decide whether such a licence was necessary 
in a particular district, and there must therefore be a gre me right 
vested in someone to compel the bishop to exercise his retion with 
regard to that duty. There was authority for the present application for 
a@ prerogative writ to the bishop in an ancient case—Le Parish de 8. 
Balaunce, in Kent, reported in Palmer’s Report, p. 50. There it was 
stated that a mandamus to a bishop to supply to a parish with which he 
had quarrelled oil for baptismal purposes was rightly issued, and that 
decision had been approved in subsequent cases, amongst others in the 
case of Amhurst’s case of Gray’s-inn (1 Ventris’ Rep. 188). ‘The court had, 
therefore, jurisdiction in this matter. 

Tue Covert refused the application. 

Grantuam, J., said the rule could not be granted, for the court had no 
power under the section in question to compel the bishop to grant a 
licence or to hear evidence. He had absolute discretion in the matter, 
and having had all the correspondence before him and the reasons for the 
application, he had very properly, to save the parties the expense of 
instructing counsel, said he had made it a rule never to grant such an 
npr enary as the present unless the incumbent of the parish in which 
the chapel was situated concurred. The rector would not become a party 
to it; he simply said that he would take no part in the application one 
way or the other. In this instance the rector was the patron. It wasa 
matter of principle. 

Waicnt, J., thought that neither the inhabitants of the district nor the 
incumbent of the chapel had any locus standi from which to make such an 
application. Rule refused.—Counszt, Dodd, Q.C., and Frank Terrell. 
Souicrror, B. H. Von Tromp: 


in 
[On the 17th inst. th application was made 
Appeal, and the ralé was ; 


{Reported by Exsxine Rein, Barrister-at-Law. |] 








RIMMER +. BRERETON, SULLIVAN (Claimant). Div. Court. 13th 
May. 


Brit or Sate—Consipgration Troty Sratrep—Name or Person wuo Pays 
—Sratutory Foru—Buas.or Sate Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 
8, 9—Form in ScHEepvute. 


This was an copes! from the judgment of his Honour Judge Paterson 
sitting at the Edmonton County Court in Middlesex, in an interpleader 
issue remitted from the High Court. Sullivan claimed certain goods 
which had been seized under a bill of sale dated the 12th of August, 1896, 
and made between Brereton, the execution debtor, therein called the 
mortgagor, of the one part, and Sullivan, the claimant, therein called the 
mortgagee, of the other part. By this deed it was witnessed that ‘‘in 
consideration of the sum of £67 5s. 5d., whereof £27 13s. 9d. was, some 
time before the date hereof, ailvanced to the mortgagor in respect of his 
promissory note, now in the hands of the mortgagee, whereof £29 11s. 8d. 
was advanced by the mortgagee to the mortgagor on the 30th of July, 
1896, and whereof £10 is now paid by the mortgagee to the solicitor of the 
tion of and at the request of the mort- 
gagor on account of his charges in respect of the satisfaction of a bill of 
sale dated the 27th of August, 1895, and made between the mortgagor of 
the et pe os the Kensington Loan and Investment Co. of the other 
part, also in respect of presents, the mortgagor having agreed to 
pay the same,’” the mortgagor the 
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chattels described in the schedule thereto as security for the repayment of 
£67 5s. 5d., and interest. At the h it was admitted that the three 
sums of £27 13s. 9d., £29 lle. 8d., and £10 which make 

sideration were f: by Stubbs & Co., and that Su 

was their » an ng for them as traste 

bill at sale in his name. It Wis proved that Brerevom, Wie Was the com 

meé veller 0 bbs & Co., had given them in /July, 1896, his pro- 
missory note for £27 13s. 9d. for moneys had usly lent . 
There was also evidence that on the 29th of July, 1896, the Kensington 
Loan and Investment Co. took possession of the goods the subject of this 
interpleader under a bill of sale given to them by Brereton in August, 
1895, and that on such possession being so taken Brereton applied to the 
local manager of Stubbs & Co. at Birmingham for/the payment of what 
was due to the Kensington Loan Co., so as to get them to withdraw from 
their possession, and thereupon the agreement was made for the giving 
of the present bill of sale to the secretary of Stubbs & Co., the present 
claimant. For the execution creditor it was contended that the bill of 
sale was void because, according to section, 10, sub-section 3, of the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1878, the fact that the t was @ for Stubbs 
ought to have been stated. The learned county court judge overruled the 
objection, and held thatthe bill of sale was and ly gave 
j t for the claimant. From this decision the execution creditor 
now appealed, and on his behalf it was contended that the bill of sale was 
void, as it did n set out what the ba was, and that the con- 
sideration was therefore not proper ~ the other hand it was 
contended that it was not necessary that the consideration should be 
strictly accurately stated provided the legal effect was stated. During 
the arguments the following cases were cited: Re Smith, Ex parte Tarbuck 
(43 W. R. 206, 72 L. T. 59), Credit Go. v. Pott (29 W. R. 326, 6 Q. B.D. 
295), Simmons v. Woodward (40 W. R. 6417 1892, A. ©. 100), Melville v. 
Stringer (32 W. R. 890, 13 Q. B. D. 392). 

Tue Court (Hawxrns and Wricut, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Hawkins, J.—This appeal must be allowed. Section 8 of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, enacts that ‘‘every bill of sale shall truly set 
forth the consideration for which it was given, otherwise such bill of sale 
shall be void in respect of the personal chattels com therein.”’ 
Section 9 says: ‘‘ A bill of sale made or given by way of security for the 
payment of money by the grantor thereof shall be void unless made in 
accordance with the form in the schedule to this Act annexed.’’ Now 
the words used in this form are, as faras the consideration is concerned, 
as follows: ‘That in consideration ‘of the sum of £ now to 
A.B. by C. D., the receipt of which the said A. B. hereby acknowledges, 
he, . B., doth hereby assign unto GC. D.,” &c. I think that if 
the words “‘by C. D.’’, that is, the person a , were altogether 






omitted, and the bill only said, ‘‘ in consideration o' sum of £ 
now paid to A. B.’’ the form set out in the schedule would not be 
is ' ate by whom the payment is actuall 



















observed. ‘I 
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Of sale id. 7 Spier tat the Considera- 
tion has not been truly stated, and that the statute has not been complied 
with. The appeal must therefore be allowed. 

Waicut, J., concurred. Appeal allowed, and leave given to appeal.— 
CounseL, Reed, Q.C., and Firminger ; Macaskie and Cecil Walsh. Soxtcrrors, 
King § Kemp ; McKenna ¢ Co. 

[Reported by E. G. Srizuwett, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. vy. DAVIES. C.C.R. 15th May. 


Cama, Law—Untawrvt Game, Ustrnc Hover For—Gamine Hovsss 
Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. +38), 8. 4. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Cheshire Quarter Sessions. 
defendant was indicted under the Gaming Houses Act, 1854, for ha 
unlawfully used a certain house (or room) for the p of un la’ 
gaming being carried on therein. The facts were shortly as follows: The 
defendant, the prosecutor, and several other men who were acquainted 
with each other, after pessing the evening at a public-house, went to the 
defendant’s house for the purpose of playing > 
whist, and then a game called **German Bank” : 


> prosecutor 
siderable sum of money. Davies dealt all the time and neither received 
nor paid ont money. Counsel for the defendant submitted that there was 
no evidence of any habitual opening or using the house or room for the 


; for the Crown Haigh v. Town Council of 


of unlawful eo 
Bhepield (L. R. 10 Q. B. 102), and Jenks v. Turpin (13 Q. B, D. 505) were 
referred to. The chairman put the following — to the jury—Was 
Davies the occupier of the house? Answer, Yes. Did he open it for 
the purpose of unlawful gaming? Amswer, No. Did he use it for 
that purpose? Answer, Yes. Was the game of German Bank as played 
on the occasion an unlawful game? Answer, Yes. Was the house used 
as a common gaming house or only used on this occasion for the ay! om 
of playing an unlawful game? Answer, Only.on the occasion. On these 

@ verdict of guilty was entered. The question was whether the 
conviction could be sustained. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russet: or Krutowsn, O.J., and Hawxms, Granruam, 
Waicur, and Corts, JJ.) quashed the conviction. 

Lord Russztz or Krttowen, O.J., said that the fact shewed that some 
persons who were not strangers to each other, but friends, after 
together in a public-house went to the house of one of them, Davies, 

y cards. first played whist, and then this game called German 
It was stated in evidence that Davies.won nothing. The pro- 


s 





was 
an unlawful game was : that was a 
the direction of the judge. 


uashed.—CounsgL, Honoratus Lloyd. 
Qterk of the Peace, Oheshire. 


[Reported by T. BR. C. Diz, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
NEW’S TRUSTEE v. HUNTING AND OTHERS. C. A. No. 1. 1 


2 


Banxrurtcy—Breacues or Trust—-VoLuntary Conveyance ror Benerir 
or Cestur que Trust—Revooaste Instaument—FRavpvuLent Paersr- 
ENCE—Banxkrvetcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), s. 48. 

Appeal from the jedqueens of Vaughan Williams, J., reported ante, p. 
334. The action was ught by the trustee in bankruptoy of New: 
Prance, & Garrard, against W: 
declaration that a deed executed by the bankru: 
= pe my — the ‘act, 1888 
preference within section 48 Bankruptc , or as @ volun- 
tary conveyance for the benefit of certain pe Ko 
by Prance and was in fact revoked . The 
New, Prance, & Garrard had for many years practised in co- 
as solicitors at Evesham, in 3 
March, 1894, a receiving 
petition, and adjudication followed. “On the 
executed a conveyance of certain real estate, of which he was sole 
in fee, to the defendant Hunting (since dead) upon trust to raise 
and to apply the same in making good divers breaches of trust which he, 
Prance, comaniitel Ctr eC A ee ee 
trust estates s 
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t, along with a memorandum that the certificates and 

ted as security for the owing to the trust estates. 
van lliams, J., gave judgment for defendants. The plaintiff 
ap 3 


z my (Lord Esuer, M.R., A. L. Surra and Currry, L.JJ.) 
e & é 
Lord Semee ork, said that the question had to decide was 


whether the deed was a revocable deed. To en them to come toa 
conclusion u 
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each case, and depended the state of mind of the who brought | reign, was fully exemplified in the progress of this society. For instance, 7 
about the " Thee wees be not only a soutataen, but alent an | the numbers had qoar up from 1d to 1,072 ; the a contributions — 


intention to prefer. What did Prance intend? The truth was that he 
had no care for anybody but himself. He did not intend to prefer these 
creditors. His sole thought was to benefit himself by taking from these 
creditors the inclination to press him to the extreme end. He thought to 
mitigate the consequences to himself of his wrongful acts. It was there- 
fore not a fraudulent preference within section 48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883. The last question had reference to the deposit of the shares. It 
was said that the decision in Middleton v. Pollock (2 Ch. D. 104, 24 
W. R. Dig. 88), which it was admitted was not distinguishable from 
this case, was wrong. It was said that it was in conflict with Lord 
Ellenborough’s decision in Wilson v. Balfour (2 Camp. 579). Those cases 
were totally different. He was unable tosee that the decision in Middleton 
v. Pollock was wrong. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred. Whether the deed was revocable 
depended upon whether it was, as had been said, an agency deed—that is, 
whether the property was conveyed to the trustee as the agent of Prance, 
or whether the deed was executed so as to create a trust between the trustee 
and the persons who were described in the schedule. His lordship had 
no doubt that there was a valid trust created for the benefit of those 
persons as cestuis que trustent, and that therefore the deed was irrevocable. 
As regards the question of fraudulent preference, that depended upon 
. what was the dominant motive in the mind = the bankrupt. It esemed. 

= ' ' p ] t é pw is 


S 










¥ . B. 148, TS 
stances this was not a fraudulent preference. 

Curry, L.J., concurred.—Counssn, Muir Mackenzie and R. Harington ; 
Upjohn 5 Clayton ; P. Van Neck. Soxtcrrors, Burton, Yeates. ¢ Hart, for 
I » Barclay, ¢ Rogers, Birmingham ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co.; M. H. 
Prance ; B. White. 

[Reported by W. F. Banry, Barrister-at-Law.} 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 








£ s. d. 

Amount acknowledged last week . - 5,507 16 0 
G. W. Ae Manchester . . é ‘i ; 5 5 O 
Cooper & Norgate, East Dereham . . ‘ , 22 0 
Marshall & Pridham, 26, Theobald’s-road, Gray’s-in 3.3 6 
Barclay F. Watson, 1, Lincoln’s-inn-fields’ . : 21 0 O 
Still & Son, 5, New-squere, Lincoln’s-inn ‘ 1010 0 
8S. Ridge, Malton, Yorks. .. . ‘ ‘ ‘ : 110 
Imbert-Terry, & Page, 93, Gresham-street, Bank, E.C. 21 0 0 

& Lawford, 37, Finsbury-circus, E.C ‘i ‘ — * F 

H. A. Adkin, 46, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. . " : - 1010 0 
Trower, Freeling, & Parkin, 5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn . 21 0 0 
Shaen, Roscoe, Massey, & Co., 8, Bedford-row, W.C._. - 1010 0 
William Brewer, 7, South-square, Gray’s-inn . . R . 5 5 0 
E. B. Hay; h, Cirencester . ‘ . , 3 s . $ 3.9 
Norfolk and Norwich Law Society (per Dr. E. E. Blyth) 1010 0 
W. J. Humfreys, Hereford . ‘ ‘ é . ‘ 5 5 0 
W.W.J.Sharpe, Falmouth . . ... 010 6 
‘Wateon, Newby, & Robson, Stockton-on-Tees ‘ 10 0 0 
A. J. Vere Bass, 4, Lime-street, Leadenhall-street . *k = 
£5,659 0 6 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


Mr. Justice Collins presided on Tuesday evening at the sixty-fifth 
go Sgn of the above society, which was held at the King’s 
Hall, Hol Restaurant. About 250 members of the society were 
: present in addition to about fifty members of the profession, among whom 
were ©. H. Hopwood, Q.C., Bargrave Deane, Q.C., A. Cock, Q.C., 
Balfour Browne, Q.C., J. A. Astbury, Q.C., O. L. Clare, M.P., J. G. 
Butcher, Q.C., M.P., Lewis Thomas, Benjamin Green Lake, F. J. 
Webster, A. J. Walter, S. Macaskie, C. B. Marriott, Boydell Houghton, 
D. Stewart Smith, R. J. Willis, J. Bell White, W. de B. Herbert, Lorence 
Ryland, Rufus Isaacs, J. R. Pike, OC. W. Inman, G. Bodman, E. T. Nash, 
Frederick T. Davies, and Edward Wildey. 

The report stated that there had been steady and satisfactory progress 
throughout the year. As tothe general fund, there had been pep Fan eae 
increase in the number of members, which was now 1,072, coupled with an 

reduced to £581 lls. for relief in sickness, and a slight 

in superannuation claims, the amount spent being £1,498 2s., 

which was most ree" The expenditure of the life assurance benefit 
had been only £915, but, having regard to the advanced age of many of 
the members, this was likely to be largely exceeded in the immediate 
future. As to the benevolent fund, it was very satisfactory to note, as 
indicative of some slight improvement in the condition of the more 
distressed law clerks of the metropolis, that the claims on this fund had 
been less than last year, £339 8s. only having been spent. Law clerks 
who are not members of the deze in ‘the bensite of this fund. 
The society’s existence has been practically contemporaneous with the 





had increased from £2 


year the amount was £915, that figure ng | below the average of recent 
— During its existence the society expended upon its objects no 
ess than £124,000, besides accumula to meet the rapidly growing 
future claims a little over £90,000; and the report concluded with the 
following —— : “* Established and conducted on a sound actuarial 
basis, acd handsomely supported by the legal profession, the claims of 
the future can be confidently faced. Our task to-day is to bring all 
eligible law clerks, for their own sakes, into our ranks, and to continue 
= — the splendid work so happily identified with the reign of Queen 
ictoria.”’ 

The Cuareman, in proposing the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity to 
the United Law Clerks’ Society,” said he found he had to fo)low sixty-four 
predecessors in putting before those present the grounds upon which they 
should unite with him in the toast he was about to pro . He felt him- 
self in a very great difficulty, and he had felt it was his duty to at once 
begin the perusal of the sixty-four rhetorical masterpieces with which the 
permanent literature of the country had been endowed. But he was sorry 
to say he had not had the time at his disposal to give to that study all the 
attention it required, and he came before them absolutely without know- 
ledge of what his predecessors had said in these speeches ; therefore, if he 
repeated, as he was afraid he was bound to repeat, some of the things 
they had said before, his hearers would merely attribute it to the for- 
tuitous coincidence that sixty-four gentlemen had hit upon the same, and 
eaid it in the same words. But it was said that there was nothing so sad 
in life as the words ‘‘ It might have been.’’ And again, he suffered from 
having to pronounce these words to them, for coming home on the gloomy ~ 
Metropolitan Railway this evening, suffering from the effect of the east 
wind, and of judgments delivered with a certain amount of emphasis in ~ 
court, he had boaght an evening paper, and had there seen that a 
member of the bar had written a book in which he explained how, by the — 
study of his work, a short work, one could become in the space of two — 
hours an orator, and not only an orator, but one capable of s g with 
success after dinner whenever the occasion called for it. nfortunately 
for him (the chairman), the note with t to the book was of the 
briefest. It simply apprised him of the name of the book, and what it 
pro to accomp: and of the name of the author, and no more, 
Now, if he had only read the notice yesterday he might have been able to 
give an oratorical demonstration of the theories in the work to-night. He 
should have been able in the brief interval between yesterday and to-day 
to have been certain to have pronounced before them one of the most 
brilliant and eloquent discourses ever delivered on such an occasion. 
However, he stood without any assistance from the perusal of previous 
pronouncements or of the short method of becoming an orator. He had 
said that he should probably repeat some of the things that his prede- ~ 
cessors had said, and as that was his inevitable fate he thought there 
could be no difficulty or objection in his repeating some of the observa- 
tions he had made himself. And therefore, as he had had the misfortune 
to speak on a somewhat similar topic before, and he then made a remark 
which appeared to him so pregnant and so full of source and food for 
refiection that he could not refrain from making it again, and that was 
that the toast to which he was asking their attention, ‘* Prosperity to the 
United Law Clerks’ Society,’’ was one which was really an absolutely 
unselfish toast. In proposing the toast he felt he was not putting 
forward a merely sé invitation to wish for the prosperity of an 
object to which they themselves belonged. No; the prosperity of the 
law clerks was intimately mixed with the prosperity of the whole 
community, because the very best that the community was in 4 
thoroughly healthy condition was that it indulged freely in litigation. He 
knew of no better proof that the body politic was in a wholesome, sound, 
prosperous condition than that furnis by its resorting to litigation. 
And inasmuch as the fortunes of those persons who together constituted 
the society whose prosperity they were now drinking—namely, the clerks 
employed by barristers or solicitors, were in no circumstances more likely — 
to improve in condition than with increased litigation, in wishing them 
prosperity a were, in fact, wishing them increased litigation, and he 
asserted that it was an evidence of increased prosperity to the community — 
at large. He had said he regarded litigation as a most healthy sign in 
the cummunity. It was a form of excitement, pleasurable excitement, 
pleasurable at all events to one of the parties engaged, though it was 

leasurable also to the other. Each of them derived benefit, each of them 
earnt lessons in patience, in fortitude, and in general benignity and © 
toleration. In addition to that, in the course of litigation high qualities 
were called forth. The highest intellectual efforts were achieved by 
counsel, and sometimes, ly, by judges, and in the result a great many 
different opinions were given, and each party went away thoroughly 
convinced that his own cause was the right one. It was absolutely 
necessary to the human constitution that it should have a certain amount 
of excitement, and the healthier the condition of the human being and of 
the body to which he belonged, the more absolute the necessity for such 
excitement. Certain forms of excitement were illegitimate, and were now 
requiring to be taken as more illegitimate than they were before. Betting, — 
for instance, had given relief to the pent-up desire for excitement of many 
am ps but it was now difficult to carry on betting unless the individual © 
co himself from one of two great conditions of existence. — 
He must, at all events, emancipate himself from space if not from time. — 
He must find a place which was not a place in order to carry on his © 
betting with satisfaction to himself and his friends. Then of late an” 
had been made upon a quiet rubber of whist ; o quit eo < 
in one’s own house with one’s own friends for s stakes, in 


2 to £2,610; in 1837 the sick pay amounted to © 
£34, against £581 last year; the death claims were then £35, while last 
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which the owner of the house wins nothing. That even had become the 
subject-matter of a prosecution. Having to these things, the 
absolute indispensability of excitement in some form; having to the 
dangerous characteristics of these times of excitement, it was clear that it 
was to the interest of the community to promote litigation. He invited 
those members of Parliament who were in search of the rtunity for dis- 
tinction to give their attention to the subject. Why not introduce a Bill for 
encouraging litigation? It was true that in the old books there were to 
be found injurious epithets applied to persons —— li ° 
They were called common barrators and other injurious names; but in 
these days even the House of Lords was beginning to overrule the old 
rinciples enunciated by Lord Holt and other members of the law. 
There lore, no one need be afraid if he introduceda Bill for the encourage- 
ment of litigation upon public grounds for the benefit of the community. 
In proposing the toast he was inviting them to give their goodwill to the 
roposition which he put before them, which was, ‘‘ ity to the 
0 ted Law Clerks’ Society,’’ and, in asking them to drink to the toast, 
he at the same time afforded them the means of giving effect to their 
wishes. This was one of those toasts which they not only could 

give benevolent assent to, but they would actually have at a later period 
of the evening the opportunity of verifying their — and acceptance 
with reference to it. They might assist it not in one way only; they 
ht assist it themselves by promoting litigation. rs and 
solicitors did not often personally indulge in litigation, but the field was 
still open for them, and he simply mentioned it. He would say nothing 
more. It was there. But, of course, there was some commonplace and 
sirapler method which, he was bound to say, had always been materially 
taken ee % and that was that of putting their hands in their 
pockets and doing justice to their sympathies by their acts. The society 
was one whose merits he need not dwal upon. He had before him in the 
sixty-fifth annual report a number of statistics which were put in the 
briefest possible form. He was happy to tell them that they were to be 
taken as read, and therefore he was not going to read them; but they 
certainly were remarkable. They shewed that the society which they 
were asked to assist advanced as the best claim to the assistance of 
others the fact that it had proved itself thoroughly capable of helping 
itself. It seemed that, five years before the Queen came to the Throne, 
some fourteen — constituted the society. There were now something 
a little short of 1,200, and the funded property amounted to £90,000. It 
had spent in benevolent objects and objects which had been, not only for 
the benefit of individuals, but he could not but think for the benefit of 
the community, something like £125,000. But to such gentlemen as he 
was addressing this society must have special interest, composed as the 
meeting was largely of barristers, and, he was happy to say, of some of 
his oldest and most intimate friends of the bar—composed as it was of 
barristers and solicitors, and the society for whose prosperity he was 
proposing the toast, consisting as it did of the clerks of barristers and of 
solicitors, he could not think that there was any body of men who were 
associated with more pleasant memories in the minds of barristers and of 
solicitors than their clerks respectively. He knew of no relation, except 
rhaps that of huebaud and wife, more close and intimate than that of 
sos ter and clerk. A barrister could still say to his clerk, in the lan- 
e, united thoughts and 


guage of Milton, “‘He whom mutual 1 
rise, joined with 


counsels, equal hope and hazard in the glorious en 
me.’”’ Happily, he hoped, he had not often got tocom the quotation, 
and say, ‘‘ Now misery hath joined in equal ruin,’’ ppily the relation 
was dissolved before that came ubout, dissolved by an automatic process 
which, let them hope, was in something less than ruin of the parties. 
But, however that might be, the relations were of the most intimate 
character, and were full of temper and good feeling. The constant 
contact, that might lead to friction and difficulty but for mutual tolera- 
tion and forbearance—all these things came into the relation of clerk and 
barrister. Their efforts were linked together, their hopes were bound 
together, and they participated in the race and in one common fortune. 
Therefore, the barrister must have a place in his heart for his clerk. He 
could not speak with the same personal familiarity as to the relation 
between solicitor and clerk, but he felt little doubt that it was at least 
as close, for seeing, as he had seen in more than one capacity, the zealous 
hh was brought to 
their profession by those clerks of solicitors with whom it had been his 
fortune to come in contact both at the bar and since he had been on the 
amet hes ag a bpp as & p vented gon ag Bop te hos 
congra’ , and he no doubt that the 
possiblaggeodwill their clerks, to whom they oo so much. But if this 
waz the relation of the clerk to the barrister and the clerk to the solicitor, 
was there no practising barrister, however hardened in case law or practice, 
who had not got a soft place in his heart for the managing clerk? Was 
there anybody who came with a more glorious welcome into the chambers 
of the —— barrister? He was not aware himself—they would 
forgive him if he eaid anything that they might not think justifiled—he 
was not aware himself that the managing clerks as a body were beyond 
other men endowed with the gift of personal beauty. He was not aware 
of it. It might be the fact. But no angel depicted by Guido or Raphael 
upon the window of some old cathedral smiled with same benignant 
light through the dark aisles of a cathedralthan did the managing clerk 
ier demy A Se = 2 oy hee orthe Temple. He came as -_ 
ger of joy. He kin e imagination; there were possibili 
behind him ; did not know what was in his ; their hopes were 
stimulated, and they thought there ht be a brief. Sometimes there 
wasnot a brief, but instead of the b there was a conundrum, 
bly not an conundrum. That book which the 

w 80 well and which the barristers knew 80 little about, th they 

talked so much about it, the White Book, that was a formidable in 





the hands of the managing 
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pon 
itself to them, but there were distinguished frisada pessens whe. sess 
burning for an opportunity of applying So saves: of that 
book to which he referred, he had not had the good to 
read. Therefore, he would not stand before them and the meeting, but 
would ask that the toast be drunk with all the honours, the toast of the 
ty to the United Law Clerks’ Society.” 

and with cheers. 
Mr. Joun Rosxri1 proposed ‘* Bench, Bar, and Profession.”’ 
Mr. A. Cock, Q.C., responded forthe Bench and Bar. 

Mr. B. G. Lax 

Mr. C. H. Horwoop, Q.0C., 

Mr. Dupiey Surra “* The Trustees 

Mr. W. E. Hume-Wi.1as responded. 

am. Sanger Browne, Q.C., proposed the toast of “The Honorary 
Stewards.”’ 

Mr. O. L. Crane, M.P., returned thanks. 

Mr. Ratzrcu Pumurorrs, in a very amusing speech, gave the health of 
ee a, st So psig ie 

Ue - FALCON ° 

The donations amounted to a trifle over £500. 

The acting stewards, Mesers. E. Wildey (chairman) ‘ 
H. Boustred, O. F. Champion, T. H. Fi , G. Fisk, H. Hall 
G. W. Gough, F. J. Peirson, H. Spray, W. Stewart, W. F. Wybroo, and 
J. W. Mason oo a deserve every credit for the carrying out of a 
most ° 
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BERKS, BUCKS, AND OXFORDSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


On Wednesday the annual in connection with this took 
lace at the Red Lion Hotel, Wycombe, under the presidency of Mr. F. 
. Hedges, of Wallingford. The report and balance-sheet were 
and approved, the latter she a balance in hand of £121 4d., in 
addition iy the invested ow wh F cage Ten gee were to the 
widow of a deceased member, guineas 
lent Association, and twenty-five guineas to the Victorian Fund of the 
Incorporated Law - The 
examination was presen 5 
P. J. Rutland (Mayor of Wycombe) was elected president for the ensuing 
year, and Mr. W. 4{Oxford) vice- t; while, the com- 
mittee were re-elected with the substitution of Mr. Hedges ol pe retiring 
president) for Mr. J. T. Morland (Abingdon). _ It was 
next anaoual meeting at Oxford. 
In the evening the annual dinner was held. The chair was occupied 
by the president (Mr. P. J. Rutland), and the vice-chair by Mr. D. H. 
Witherington (secretary and treasurer). A brief -list was submitted 
at the conclusion of the repast. 


: 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
InTerMepiaTs EXAMINATION. 


The foll candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
oumad a te Intermediate Examination held on the 29th of April, 


1897. , 
Airy, Bernard John, B.A. Clegg, John Bright 
Aldgich. Blake, Robert Morison, = a 

B.A. 
Allen, Frederick, B.A. Colthurst, Edward 
Armstrong, Alan Seppings Bowen ook, John 
Arnold, Charles Pulteney 
Atkinson, Kenneth Herford Dauncey, Frederick Herbert 
Atterbury, John Lucas Dauncey, Aubrey Fletcher 
Ballard, Oharles Richard Davidson, Augustus George 
parker? Francis Collins peta wae 
Barlow, Francis Deeley, 
Barnett, Francis Theodore Chaffey 
Bashall, John, M.A. Din . Lutwyche 
Bellamy, William Henry > Alfred 
Beloe, John Se - Lawson, Alexander 


Benjamin 
Bryan’, William fo . , 
Burton, Edmund Gerald Edmonds, Edwin Arthur 
Bush, Ferdinand Edwards, Charles 
Caesar, William Robert Elliott, Alfred Meadows 


Galvert, Charles Arthur, M.A. 


and 
clerk | Cheesman, William Edward Foster Flint, William Henry 
W: Forfar 


alter Hugh W: 
Gaile, Ovoll Tiles — 


Chowne, 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 22, 1897. 











__ 514 
Gaylor, Frank Samuel Pennington, Hugh Linnell, Frank Gardiner Shires, Gilbert Cecil 
Geare, Herbert Cecil Perkins, Donald Yerbury Mackintosh, Charles, LL.B. Stirk, Frank Aubrey, B.A., LL.B. 
Gibson, Bertrand D Perkins, Montague Thornton Martyn, Thomas Edward Tahourdin, Charles Baynard 
Gibeon, William Weymouth, B.A. Pontifex, Edmund Charles, B.A. Mason, Thomas Frederick Taynton, Hubert Myon 
Glover, oy oe, Powell, James Henry Richard Masters, William John Thompson, Henry Roderick 
Godfrey, yy Cooper Prettejohn, Browse Nathaniel | May, William Edward Southcomb Thornton, Thomas 
Grant, Herbert Cecil Oldreive Odgers, Arthur William, B.A. Thursfield, William Heath, B.A. 
Greaves, Francis Purnell, William Godfrey Parez, Adrian Hubert Ward, Francis, B.A. 
Greene, Joshua Francis Rawlinson, Leonard Parkin, Walter Reginald Warren, Charles Edgar 
Grundy, Peter Morris Reynolds, Nathaniel Phillips, Henry George Hilliar Warren, Godfrey Francis, B.A. 
, Samuel Cosh Roberts, Richard Mills M West, Charles Eliot 
Guy, Rudolph Mannering Robinson, Albert Powell, Alfred Weston, Frederick William 
% Robson, John William Price, Robert Peel White, William Ernest Crabtree, 
Harris, Edward Rodger, William Wyllie Price, William Edward B.A. 
Hart, Edward Fitz Gerald Roney, Julian Reece, Edmund Llewellin Bernard Williams, Edward Hugh 
, John Roskell, Robert Nicholas Sharman, Hereward Reid 
Hawke, John Granville Ryland, Arthur William ; 
Hill, Richard Cuthbert Salmon, Claude Garrett =—_—_— a 
H Seymour, Gerald Ommanney 
Hopkins, Pawin Thema Sa be Albert 1 — LEGAL NEWS 
omas ith, rt Howard ° 
Hopley, Charles Frederick Cayzer Smith, Alfred Elliott Sidne 
Howard, Edwin James Smith, Charles Harold . APPOINTMENTS. 
Hulbert, Thomas William Smith, James Lee Mr. Justice VaveHan Wriuiams has been appointed a member of the 
Huskinson, Ed Smith, Walter Bernard Rule Committee of the Judges, in the place of Mr. Justice Charles, 
Hutchings, Somers, John Percy, B.A. resigned. 
Jenkine, John Southby, Thomas Griffith Mr. W. H. Parzrson, solicitor, of 16, Finsbury-circus, London, has been 
Jenner, William M r Stainton, George inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Paterson was admitted in June 


Nussey, Cecil Antony, B.A. 
. M 


Oppenheimer, Herbert 
age Ethelbert 
Payne arth 
ur 
Pearlman, Benno 


Stanley, Hartley 

Stocker, Edward Barlow 
Tanner, Charles Peile, B.A. 
Tassell, Guy 

Taylor, Edward Reginald 
Taylor, Harold Merton 
Taylor, James Dewhurst 
Taylor, James Walter 


* Thompson, George Medley 


Thompson, Thomas Rider 

Tonkin, Samuel 

Tucker, Henry 

Tyler, Frederic John 

Urry, George Edward 

Vernon, Thomas Mellard 

Wadsworth, Joseph 

Walker, Charles Selborne 

‘Walker, Joseph 

Walker, William Henry 

Warlow, Alick John Picton, B A. 

Watkins, Stephen Walter 

Watson, Reginald Cyrus 

Welford, Harold Baliol 

Wells, Robert 

Whiteford, Basil Hamilton 

Whiteley, Gerard Tarver, B.A. 

Wilkins, Ernest William, B.A. 

Willan, Walter Constantine 

Williams, Clarence Emlyn Vaughan 

Williams, George 

Wilson, Walter Frederick 

Wratislaw, Marc Eugene Town- 
send 

Zimmermann, Frederick Charles 





Frvat Examination. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 


successful at the 
1897. 


et Ernest 
Badham, Harry Alexander 


» Archibald Harry 
Baxter, Robert William, B.A. 
Berry, Albc:t Edward 
Blaker, Harry Rowsell 
Bowman, Paget John Merriman 
Brewis, Arthur 


: 


if 

5 He 
TY 
7 


Hie 
Hf 
[fe 


i 
i 
if 

5 


Final Examination held on the 27th and 28th of April, 


Fox, George William 

Gidden, Owen Edward Barton 

Giffard, Walter John Frederick, B.A. 

Goodwin, Francis John 

Goody, Neville Clifford 

Gordon, Hugh, M.A. 

Gough, William Meyrick 

Green, George 

Hare, George Dudley 

Harrod, Henry Herbert, B.A. 

Harvey, Gerald Richard Musgrave 

Hebblethwaite, Samuel 

Henderson, Cecil Prichard 

Hibbert, Joseph 

Hudson, William 

Hurd, Reginald John Wickham 

Jackson, Edward Mackenzie 

Jepps, Elliott Potton, B.A. 

Jones, Clement Thomas 

Jones, Thomas Latimer 

Kahn, Nathan Richard 
h, Robert 


igh, 
hray, B.A.Lewis, Herbert Somers 


Liddle, Victor Bertram 





a 
1887, and is a Commissioner for Affidavits for the Supreme Courts o 
Victoria, New South Wales, South Australia, and Western Australia. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 

Mr. W. F. Noxszs, solicitor, of 57, Basinghall-street, London, has 
admitted into ership with him Mr. Ouartes Buampryips DantrELL, 
late of Ulverstone, and the title of the firm will henceforth be ‘‘ Nokes & 
Daniell.”” May 10. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 


Exizanrtu Avusten.—Any solicitor or other —— having the custody 
or any knowledge of a will made by Mrs. Elizabeth Austen, late of Alpha 
Villa, No. 205, 8 ad-road, Forest-hill, S.E., who died on the 7th of 
May, 1897, is requested to communicate at once with Mr, Thos. H. E. 
Foord, solicitor, 15, Philpot-lane, London, E.0., and Forest-hill, S.E, 





GENERAL, 


The Royal Courts of Justice will be closed on Monday and Tuesday, 
June 21 and 22, in connection with the observance of her Majesty’s 
Jubilee. 


It is stated that probate was granted on Saturday of the will of Sir 
Edward Ebenezer Kay, who died on the 16th of March last, aged seventy- 
four, leaving personal estate of the value of £203,404. 


It is stated that Thursday, June 3, has been fixed for the judges to 
attend at the House of Lords to deliver their opinion on the question of 
law submitted to them in the important trade-union case of Allen v. Flood 
and Another. 


The Attorney-General’ will entertain the law and ex-law officers of 
the Crown, the officials connected with his department, and others at 
dinner, at Lincoln’s-inn, on Wednesday, the 26th inst,, in celebration of 
her Majesty’s birthday. 

Lord Justice Lindley was unable to sit in Appeal Court II. this week 
up to Thursday owing to an accident. The Times says that while f 
a favourite horse on Saturday he was accidentally bitten in the 
by the animal. It is understood that the wound is not a severe one. 


It is announced that her Majesty’s judges will not take any part in the 
procession of the 22nd of June, but it is expected that all their lordships 
who are not away on circuit at the time will be present at the Ro 
Courts of Justice, where special seating accommodation will be pro 
for them to view the procession. 


The judges, eae” and Cave, J., have fixed the following com- 
mission days for hol the Summer Aasizes on the Midland Circuit : 
Aylesbury, Tuesday, June 15; Bedford, Friday, June 18; Northampton, 
ednesday, June 23; Leicester, Monday, June 28; Oakham and Lincoln, 
Saturday, July 3; Derby, Saturday, July 10; Nottingham, Saturday, — 
July 17; Warwick, Friday, July 23; Birmingham, Thursday, July 29. 
civil and criminal business will be taken at these aesizes. Baron 
Pollock will go on circuit alone until Nottingham is reached, when he 
will be joined by Mr Justice Cave. At the conclusion of the business — 
there Baron Pollock will return to town and Mr. Justice Cave will 
proceed to Warwick alone, ee : 
' 


will be joined by Mr. Justice Vaug The judges, Day and 


Lawrance, JJ., have fixed the following commission days for the Summer | 


Assizes on the Western Circuit : Salisbury, Saturday, May 29; Dorchester, — 
Thursday, June 3; Wells, Tuesday, June 8; Bodmin, Tuesday, June 15; — 


Exeter, Monday, June 21, bnt business will not, in consequence of her ~ 
Majesty’s Jubilee, be taken before the following Thursday ; beg a 3 


Tuesday, June 29; Bristol, Wednesday, July 7. Mr. Justice Day 


go on circuit alone until Exeter is 


Justice Lawrance. Grantham and Wright, JJ., haye fixed the following 


to Birmingham, where he 


reached, when he will be joined by Mr. 
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commission days for holding the Summer Assizes on the North-Eastern 
Circuit : Newcastle, Tuesday, July 6; Durham, Tuesday, July 13; York, 
Tuesday, July 40; Leeds, Monday, July 26. The two judges will attend 


at all the places. 


Sometuinc ror Notutxc.—When the proprietors of an article of con- 
sumption are pre to eend over 2,000,000 free sample tins to those who 
send a post-card it is fair to assume the vendors must themselves have a 
pretty good opinion of their specialité ; and when in addition they possess 
sufficient courage to ‘‘ put up” £10,000 in hard cash to pay for postage of 
samples it must be evident they have satisfied themselves they possess a 
good thing, and that it is better to demonstrate practically at the breakfast 
table than to depend upon mere assurances by advertisement. Dr. Tibbles’ 
Vi-Cocoa (Limited), 60, 61, and 62, Bunbill-row, London, E.C., are send- 
ing daily over 10,000 free cample tins of their special preparation to the 
public, and as a result the ssles are going up by leaps and bounds. This 
style of advertising has the merit of honesty, and that the public appreciate 
it is shewn by the statement that Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa can now be 
ebtained from grocers, chemists, and stores everywhere, and the trade are 
unanimous in saying that no preparation of a similar character has ever 
given equal satisfaction to their customers. To obtain a tin it is only 
necessary to send a post-card, and the name of Souicrrors’ Journat should 
be mentioned.—[Apvr. ] 


WakninoG TO inTENDING Hovss Purcnasgrs AND LesszEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 








particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Recistnars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 
Date Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ry No. 2. Norra. Streuine. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. King Mr. Pemberton 
Carrington Farmer Ward 
Jackson King Pemberton 
Carrington Farmer Ward 
Jackson King Pemberton 
Carrington Farmer Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KrxEwicu. Romer. Byung. 
Mr. Leach Me. Lavie Mr. Godfrey 
Beal Pugh Rolt 
Leach Lavie Godfrey 
al Pugh Rolt 
Leach Lavie Godfrey 
Beal Pugh Rolt 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Easter Srrrines, 1897. 
Spscra Paper. 
For Judgment. 
Younghusband v Metropolitan District Railway Oo 
For Argument. 

In re an Arbtn between Gubbins & anr and The London and Blackwall Ry 
Co and The Great Eastern Railway Co Special case (pt hd March 18, 
1897, before Mr Justice Cave and Mr Justice Lawrance) so referred to 
Arbitrator 

Mayor, &c, of Ashton-under-Lyne v Pugh Special case (part heard 
Nov 13, 1896, before Mr Justice Grantham and Mr Justice Wright) 

The Devon & Cornwall Banking Co v Jarvis pofht of law 

Reid v Hooley & anr point of law 

Sydney Harbour Oollieries Co, 1d v Grey spec care 

In re an Arbtn between the London Couaty Council & The City of London 
Brewery Co spec case (s o May 11) 

In re an Arbtn between Richardsons & M Samuel & Co spec case 

Clark b Kochford District Council spec case 


Orrosep Mortons. 
For Argument. 

The Attorney-Gen (at, &c) v Wright (s o for trial of action) 

Ward v Plymouth & Stonehouse Gas, &c, Co Bee heard March 1, 1897, 
before Mr Justico Cave and Mr Justice Wright) ss o for report of 
Official Referee 

In re an Arbtn between the Matlock Bath Gas Light and Coke Co and the 
Matlock Bath, &c, Urban District Council (part heard March 2, 1897, 
posal, Mr Justice Cave and Mr Justice Wright) s o award referred to 

or 

In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc (so next sittings) 

mv Gatis (s o for security) 

In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 

In re an Arbtn between Fenner and Lord,(s o for inspection) 

In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 


For Jedgment. 

or Ju t. 

Yorkshire, WR The Queen v The Justices of the West Riding of the 
County of York (expte Shaw) Nisi for mandamus to hear app 


For Argument. , 
Kent Simmons v Malling Rural District Council: magistrate’s case 


Derbyshire Duke of Devonshire v Stokes magistrate’s case 
Met Pol Dist Andrews v Denton magistrate’s case 
—— Northampton Brawn v Revitt county court 
t's a 
Leama, Colne Foulds v Garnett county court dft’s app 
Nottinghamshire, Nottingham Norton v Roe county court plt’s app 
Manchester Derbyshire v Houliston magistrate’s case 
Suffolk, Stowmarket Suffolk Lunatic Asylum Committee v Stow Union 
Guardians county court dfts’ app 
Birmingham James v Joseph, Evans, & Cold magistrate’s case 
London The Queen v Council of Medical Mer eng ga (expte Spero) 
nisi for mandamus to rester J 8 Spero on Register of tists 
Richmond Houghton v Taplin ’s case 
Pembrokeshire The Queen v Mayor &c of Pembroke nisi for mandamus 
to obey order of Local Government Board 
we Southwark Cole v London & South Western Ry Co county court 
t's a) 
bobiee Chippenham Washbourne v Broom county court dft’s app 
Swansea Williams v Horrigan & ors magistrate’s case 
Cheshire Stockport Union & ors v London & North-Western Ry Co 
quarter sessions spec case 
London The Queen v London County Council (ex pte Webster) Nisi for 
mandamus to hear appln 
London Rosenberg v Margowski (Pagett & Co) coun 
Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil Jones v Lewis ( 
court plt’s app 
Kent, Woolwich Leo v Litoun county court plt’s app 
Berks The Queen v The Justices of the County of Berks (ex pte Smith) 
nisi for mandamus to heer a 
—— Watford Smith v Acme Tone Engraving Co county court 
ts’ ap’ 
Met Pol Dist Firth v Staines te’s case 
Carmarthenshire, Llanelly Dillon & Sons v Daniels county court dft’s 


ap 
Middlesex, Westminster Kerr v Kerr county court respondent's 


app 
Lancashire The Queen v Knowles, Esq, & ors, Jj, &c, and Sinclair (expte 
Knowles & Sons) nisi to state case 
Met Pol Dist Londoa County Council v Bernstein "s case 
Norfolk, Norwich In the ter of Thetford Electric &c Oo on 


the petn of Jackson county court petitioner’s app 
Berkshire, Faringdon Roberts v Kirkwood (trading, &c) county court 


court df‘’s app 
lel, clmt) county 


dft’s a 
St \fflordeh Scott v The Midland Railway Co magistrate’s case 
Middlesex, Westminster h-Calthorpe & anr v The Queen Anne 


Gallery ld County court ptf’sapp 
Middlesex, Edmonton Rimmer v Byereton (Sullivan, clmt) county court 


tf’ s a 
M oak” The Grand Junction Water Works Co v Davies magistrate’s 


case 

London Lakey v Mills & Wright county court dfts’ 

Middlesex, Brompton Jones v Hawker county court ates app 

Warwichshire, B ham Horton v Gibbins county court ptf’s app 

Bolton Booth v Bateson magistrate’s case 

Buckinghamshire, Buckingham Holland v The Fancier’s Gazette ld & 
ors county court dft Page’s app 

Surrey, Wandsworth Jordan v county court dft’s app 

Monmouthshire Judge v Davies magistrate’s case 

Wiltshire Smith v Jeffreys magistrate’s case 

Berkshire Smith v Gibbs & ors quarter sessions special case 

Surrey Martin v Carter magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Bow R Trickett & Co, ld v Girdlestone (Darby, clmt) county 

court clmt's ap ‘ 

Surrey, Croydon Pritchett v Poole. county court plt’s app 

Yorkshire, Sheffield Kelly v Parker county coart plt’s 

Norfolk, Great Yarmouth Farmery v Rope county court 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Bull v Hyde county court pit's app 

London Grieb & Co v Lohmann mayor’s court plt’s app 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Adams v Allen county court pit’ 

Southampton Mayor, &c, of Bournemouth v Flower magistrate’=’case 

Kent, Greenwich Flant v Scarsdale Steamship Cold county court plt’s 


a 

8 Ipswich Thurlow v Row county court plt’s 

Essex, Waltham Abbey Lockwood v Great Eastern hy Ge comity cout 
"8 a) 

Wessssaxhion, Worcester Dobbs v Leicester county court pie oe 

London Diederichen v Farquaharron Bros & Co mayor’s court dfts’ app 

Middlesex, Brompton Piears v Lovatt court plt’s 

London Vestry of Fulham v Londen County "s cases 

Surrey, Wandsworth Gibbs v Coles’ Prohibition to C C dft’s app 

Reghek Tee eee ye ee a 

vans or under 

lrchell v Torri Union pore 2 Reon case 


"s app 


Essex Ilford Urban District v Glenny ’s case 

Sussex, v Eversfield county court Eversfield’s 

Middlesex, Bow Shea v Message oe 5 

ee Dunnett v Cambridge Liversity and ‘Ten Waterworke 
magistrate’s case 

Kent, Greenwich yay © es eS county court ’ app 

Gloucestershire, Bristol Skinner v county court plt’s app 


Palmer v Tyler magistrate’ 





Middlesex ‘8 case 
Yorkshire, Otley Oddy v Collins & Co county court dfte’ app 
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Pembrokeshire, Pembroke Elsdon v Way county court plt’s app 

Hampshire, Portsmouth Mason v Keefe county court plt’s app 

Yorkshire, Skipton Bendall v Lofthouse county court plv’s app 

Yorkshire, Sheffield Chambers & Co v Gunstone & ors county court 
plis’ app 


Revenve Parsr. 
For Judgment. 
Attorney-General and Strange (c a v Ist April) 
Attorney-General and Wood (c a v 5th April) 
Re Estate Duty chargeable on death of second Earl Cowley (c av 30th 
March) 
For Hearing. 
Causes by English Information. 
Attorney-Gen v Newcomen (since dec) and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Earl of Carlisle & ors 
Attorney-Gen and Ear! Cowley 
Petition. 
Re The Royal College of Surgeons 
Special Case. 
Re The Mayor, &c, of Borough of Nottingham 
Cases stated as to Stamp Duty. 
The Hon John Baring, applt, and the Commrs of Inland Revenue, rspdts 








THE PROPERTY MART, 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
May 25. i. Devennam, Tewsonx, Farmer, & Brincewarer, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 


Sworder’s Brewery, Luton, with 58 Tied Houses, &., &c. Solicitors, essrs. 
Sworder & ore, Hertford. (See advertisement, April 24. p. 

May 25.—Mesers. Daiver & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold © dn of nearly 
£100 per annum a Leasehold Ground-rent of £11 12s. per annum secured u 


pon 
in St. John’ 3s Wood, also a Leasehold Property in same district. Solicitors, 
me rodie, & Bonham-Carter, of London. (See advertisement, this 


May bp Ll Dyer, Sox, & Hrtrow, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., a Freehold Ground-rent 
of £240 per annum, secured upon chaps and dwelling- houses in Lewisham. (See 
t, this week, p. 4.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Sate or Reversions anp Lire Poxicres. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxrieiy’s 595th Periodical Sale of these interests was held at 
the Mart on ‘Thursday last. The following are some of the results :— 
INS : 
~ oe AN of £4,048, and one-ninth of £1, 1935 5 life 51 Sold £315 
To £2,660; life 69, provided life 41 survive 
To £1,750 on decease of two lives, 69 and or, provided life 41 
survive former life 69 ; ; 
To yg + ge gre Railway Ordinary Stock on decease of 
two lives, 69 and 59, pool life 41 survive former life 
69, ——_ with bn dec for £6,000... » £1,810 
To £537 3s. 64. Two- oe Half gm Annuities ; "life 61 ° 280 
To £3,000 cash ; rm liven Gp ands oe 1,270 
To Freeholds and -rents producing “2642, ‘Per annum ; 
3 bes a te 3,300 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE : 
For £1,600 ; life 67 oss ote tee seo ito ‘ oo" @ 655 
£300 ; life 67 ... oo ove wie ose ods at io 145 
For £500 ; life 67 ... on ost ove sve hea er og 195 
For £1,000; life 72 pee cal oon ae os une iw 695 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faiway, May 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep i CaAanorny. 
wees “ Jang,” ey ae are required, on or before June 26, to send their 


and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Allen, 
care of T. B. Neale & Co, "s Fenwick st, Liverpool Batesons & Co, Liverpool, solors 


es oan Execrro-Hyproratuic, Limrrep (ix VotunTary Loqvrnasees) Coolie 
are required, on or before June 20, to send their names and ad the bestion- 
of their or claims, to Richard Bowman, 12, Birley st, Blackpool, 
Waterhouse, Blackpool, solors to liquidator 
Casuuan’s Baittiant Rewarp Gotp Cram Misixe Co, Limrrep (1x Ligu ei. 
ditors are on or before June 14, to send their names an the 
their debts or © com he to Emest E. Collins, Winchester House, Old 1 Broad 
Milner & Bickford, Gt Tower 
siecear Hiou Scnoor ror 


i 


Grrews, , ~ re are rey on or before June 
29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Noreliffe Blakey Spenser, 1, Harrison rd, Halifax. Walker, Halifax, solor to liquidator 
Rapist Crciz Manvractuaine Co, Liwirep (1 VouusTary Liquipation)—Creditors 
on or before June 30, to their names and ad , and the parti 
their debts or om, © illiam Wallace see tat 9, Hunton rd, Gravelly 
nr Birmingham. wdry, a, or iquidator 
berg ewe Baewsrry Co, Linrrev—Cred quired, on or 
their names and addresses, and the pactloulaes of th 














jules 
13 
z 


: 
As 
ae 


, Lamirep Ay LigutpatTiox)—Creditors are required, on 
addresses, togeth 


before June 22, to send their names and er with fall particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr. Rheece Williams Palk, 105, Colmore row, Birmingham. 
Stubbs, Birmingham, solor for liquidator 

1vg axp Spratt Usiox,  enannie  agma petat, co on or before June 30 next, to 
send their names and addresses, and the pariioulans of their debts or claims, to John 
Merrett Wade, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool. Peacock & Co, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Laorep uw Caanozry. 
Srusenaae Liuurrep — Creditors are 


Deuivery Macutyes 
before June 21, to send their names and addresses, and the 
to Thomas Frederick Wild, Broad st avenue. 


are required, on 
Cy = py pe et rey tye 


oat or 
& Co, 1, Moorgate pl, 


on or before dene 38, 
‘and Charles J 








Frencaman’s Prax, Luarrep—Credi i on or before June 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the aaelioe of ee "debts or claims, to Daniel Clewin 
Griffith and George Hubert Hoyle Chambers, 7, 1 + cameamas avenue. Lattey & Hart, 
16, Devonshire sq, Bishopsga‘e, solors for liquida tors 

Gop Fieipos or Urvevay, Linrrep—Creditors are sequel, on or before Aug 17, to send 

eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claime, to R. B. Hays, 
11, Abchurch lane 

James Davis & Sons, Lowirep (of Springfield aye, Greetland) — Creditors are 
required, on or before J Ana 1, to send their names and addresses, and the ga of 
their debts or claims, to George Buckley, Tower chbrs, Halifax. England, Halifax, 
svlor to liquidator 

Jumpers Exrenpep, Liutrep—Petn for — up, presented May 14, directed to be 
heard on Wednesday, May 26. Firth, 7, Angel ct, solor for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 25 

Kruoer Synpicats, Limrrgp—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, directed to be 
heard on May 26 mson & Co, 2 and 3, West st, Finsbury circus, Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 4 25 

L’Avsrratiz, Liwirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 13, directed to be heard 
May 26. Burn & Berridge, 11, Old Broad z solors for the petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 25 

“ Mannanset” Sreamsarp Co, Lisurrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 1, to send names , and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Jefferson 52, Queen sq, Bristol 

Matiock Baru Gas-Liaut anp Coxe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Job Nightingale Derbyshire, Bentinck bldgs, Wheeler Gate, Nottingham 

Meeruyr Tueatze Co, Limirep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 17, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
— oo John Forrester, Merthyr Tydfil Jones & Beddoe, Merthyr Tydfil, solors 
to liquidator 

Queenstanp Nationa Bank, Linitsp—Petn for winding up, Face May 17, directed 
to Wi on Be 26. Murray & Co, 11, solors for the 

ust reach the ubove-named not later than 6 o’clock in 


Sarina Sure “ Kewtrurre”’ Co, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 13, 
di Stibbard & Co, 21, taadenhall st, solors 
the above-named not later than 6 


Ysrrapyropwe Co-orgerative Society, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 14, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James White, 68, St Michael’s hill, Bristol, Barnett & Leonard, Bristol, solors for 

iquidator 
County Patavine or Lancaster. 
Limirep 1x Cuanceny. 

O._puam EnGixegrine o,, Liurrep—By an order made by Hall, V.C., dated April 27, it 
was ordered that the volun‘ winding up of the company be continued ; and that 
John Clegg, 80, Stoneleigh st, Oldham, M Engineer, be appointed’ liquidator 
in addition to the liquidators already appointed. Fripp, 18, Clegg st, Oldham, solor for 


petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Essex Burtprrs’ anv Decorators’ Co-orprrative Society, Limirep, 10, Gladstone rd, St 
James st, Walthamstow, Essex. May 12 
Licurigztp CaurcH ee eceentenr Broruers ewe Socigry, 4 and 5, Water- 
loo terr, No rd East, Wolverhampton. May 
Ramspen Weems _ 8 Benerir Socrery, Stag and Hounds Inn, Ramsden, Charlbury, 


Wass Civ, on Tebbartt’s, Rushton rd, Rothwell, Kettering, Northampton. May5 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 23. 
Benson, Bens amin, New Mills, Derby, India Rubber Manufact 
Horrocks, Kekewich, J Lewis, Chancery lane 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, May 4. 
Ayrton, Cuares, Besthorpe, portal, Farmer Junelé Traxton v Ayton, North, J 
Pomeroy, Wymondham, Norfolk 
Gopwix, oo Sas. 8t George’s row, Pimlico May 31 Godwin v Stillwell, Stirling, J 
Stephens & Co, Cardiff 


Micuasr., Joun ‘Witutram Hamilton terr, rk John’s wood, Gent May 31 Kennedy v 
Michael, North, J Michael, Birchin lane 


May 31 Benson v 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, May 7. 

Axroyp, Witt1am, Halifax, Machine Broker June12 Jubb & Co, Halifax 
Avessury, Wituiam, Leyton June 30 Drury Freeman, Chancery In 
Bennerr, Wittiam Amprose, Popiar Junel Barrett, Leadenhall st 
Bippie, Wiiu1am, Brixton June8 Walker, Arundel st 
Brarxiez, Joun, Southend on Sea June 8 Wood & Co, Southend 
Bore, Ricuarp, Leamington June i2 Wright & Hassalls, Leamington 
Breakect, Mancaret, Preston June5 Clarke, Preston 
Bropzick, Exvizasers, Southport Junel Griffith & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Criasrovas, Joun Pius, San Francisco, US A June 30 Burton, Birmingham 
Crank, Joun Percy, North Ferriby, York July 1 Winter & Henson, Hull 
Case, Mae Haauve, Stockton on Tees, Surgeon June 26 Archer & Parkin, Stockton on 


Cnatenees Taisstin Chesham, Bucks, Clerk June5 Francis & How, Chesham 
Co.iiincs, Buaxcaz, Hounslow May 22 Ireland, Coleman st 

Co.umes, Canrstiana Exiza, Clifton, Bristol June1S8 Sweet & Sweet, Bristol 
Cox, Jouw Pearson, Nottingham June16 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 
Crasreee, James, Heywood, Lanes, Wine Merchant June 19 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Dixon, Evizaseru, River, nr Dover June7 Brennan & Brennan, Maidstone 
Dupuey, Maria, Bierton, nr Aylesburye June 11 Witham & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Doxe, James, Kingsnorth, Kent May 31 Kingsford & Drake, Ashford 
Hanvey, Mary, Little Hallam, Derby June12 Martin & Sons, Nottingham 
Hever, Josern, Durham, Farmer June5 Mawson, Durham 

Howe, Tuomas Porren, Ipswich July5 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 

Lixpo, Lean, Hyde Park June 18 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury circus 
McCarruy, Hazuret Many Louisa, Plymouth May 31 Bond & Oo, Plymouth 
MoCuzanz, Acres Manta, Southport June4 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 


as ana 
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Owes, Huan, F.8.A., Paddington Juoe 24 Hales, Victoria st 
Pastore.ut, Francis Joux, Gunnersbury June 18 Emanuel & Simmonds, Fiasbury 


circus 


Pootry, Witt1am, Manchester, Commission Agent June 14 Bates & Jellicorse, Man- 


ches' 


Psatr, Mary, Narborough, Leicester June 24 Berridge & Sons, Leicester 

Ropissox, Wittiam, Gt Barford, Bedford June21 Turner, Hull 

SaLrer, Samvet James Avousrus, Basingstoke, Hants June15 Scott, New Broad st 
Srewaxp, ALrrep, Gt Yarmouth June 11 Steward, Gt Yarmouth 

Sroxe, Cuances, Stretford,nr Manchester June1 LR & G Entwisle, Manchester 
Tayior, Ext1s Urroy, Bredbury, Chester June9 Mair & Blunt, Macclesfield 

H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 

June 12 Belk & Cochrane, 


Ho mewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 
June 12 Winter & Henson, Hull 


TexxantT, Ceci, Haworra, July 7 


Warsox, Georcz, Eaglescliffe, Durham, Wharfinger 
Middlesborough 
Wiu11aMs, Mariupa, Chiswick July 1 


Wray, Mary Awn, Kingston upon Hull 


Yeouan, The Venerable Hexny Wavxer, Cleveland, York July 1 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 11. 
Bincuatt, Kare, Salford, Lancs June10 Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde 
Buackmoor, Wit11am, Scarborough July 12 Marsh & Son, Rotherham 
Brutton, Exeter 
Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Caster, Witi1am, Maltby, York, Farmer June7 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
Crooks, Cuanties, Sth Tottenham July6 Hamlin & Co, Fleet st 
Jose Avavusto, Lisbon, Portugal, Landed Proprietor 
June 1 Carrington, Barnsley, 
Wexp, Jessey De, Underbank Hall, nr Deepcar, York July 1 Cayley, Southampton 


Buake, Wittiam Pearse, Exmouth June 24 
Cave, Cano.ive, Finmere, Oxford May 27 


pa Gama, 
Bishopsgate st Within 
Dextox, Jounua Wraca, Barnsley, York, Hotel Keeper 


bldgs, Chancery lane 


Dwe.iey, Pures Lewarye, Hackney Junei0 Hind, Gt Trinity lane 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atronv, Abert Epwarp, Portswood, 
Plumber Southampton Pet May 10 
Aystis, Jouy, Stockland, Devon, Farmer 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Baveer, Witt1am, Bournemouth, Dairyman Poole Pet 
April 28 Ord May 12 

Baxear, Joseru, Aveton Gifford, Devon, Miller Plymouth 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Buaxert, Anruur Caisr, Gt Yarmouth, Hay Dealer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet April 30 Ord May 11 

Caxuam. Atsgrt Epwarp, a Yorks, Builder 
Sheffield Pet Mayi1 Ord May 1 

Caapperron, Herserr, Hurleston, hn Mentuich, Farmer 
Nantwich Pet May10 Ord May 1¢ 

Caapwick, Joseru Briges, Sandside, nr tennis, Farmer 
Ulverston Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Craruam, Georce, +" peta Ro opemaker York Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Comer, Marxs Menpes, Brady st, pune Dealer 
High Court Pet May7 Ord May’ 

Ceace, Wittiam Jony, om, Plumber 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Casexe, Antuony Buck, jun, Leadenhall st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet April 22 Ord May 10 

Davies, Witttam Joux, Dowlais, om, Baker Merthyr 
Tydfil PetMay10 Ord May 

Dopp, Amanpa Hewaierra, Best “Btonchouse, Stationer 
he outh Pet May10 Ord May 10 

maar Canterbury, Hardwareman Canterbury 
12 Ord May 12 

By » bom Bridgend, Veterinary Surgeon Cardiff Pet 
Mayil Ord Mayi 

wan Wituiam, 8 ER cre Wolver- 

hampton Pet May 10 Ord May 1 
Haxrey, Anprew ALLEN, Kidderminster, Fruiterer Kid- 
r Pet May8 Ord Mays 

Hanzis, Atyzep Samue., Moss Side, Manchester, House 
Furnisher Oldham Pet Mayil Ord May 11 

Horwoop, Tuomas, Bremhill, Wilts Swindon Pet April 
13 Ord May 10 

peers, Whatan, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet May 8 Ord 


Jaxins, ape de Luton, Butcher Luton Pet 
.™ Ord he 
Joxgs, Joux, Rhondda Valley, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
Joxatis, Georae, + team Baker Bridgwater Pet 
y10 Ord May 10 
Keansey, Farperick, naam Gardener Cheltenham 


Pet May 10 Ord’Ma 
Kzzry, Joun, Sheffield, Sheffield Pet May 10 
Ord May 10 
Laxscorr, Water W, Finsbury pvmt, Business Transfer 
Agent Court Pet April 24 Ord Ma 
im, stam Swansea, Grocer Swansea Bet May 10 
y1 
Newroy, Josrrs Lewis, Sneinton, Notts, Baker Notting- 
ham Pet May 11 ‘Ord May 11 
Orensuaw, Groror Henry, Pendleton, Salford, Plumber 
ford Pet May 10 Ord May 
Paice, ae, Joux, Glaseomb, Baten, aun Leominster Pet 
ion be Ord May 12 
mae, ] Meri peaeiene, Fireman Bradford Pet May 10 


Hd Sire, Barmouth, Merioneth, Grocer Aberyst- 
mere f 12 Ord Ma 
BTSON, Sera. Oanilelas Coal Agent Carlisle 
fee ll es Mag ll » 
48, es Morcayx, Seng enyad, Glam, Butcher 
Pontypridd Pet May 11 Ord May 
Waseem, wicaae om Teonas, Colnbrosk, * Bucks Windsor 


Southampton, 
Ord May 10 
Exeter Pet 


Plymouth 


A vasser 





.Trevor, Guisborough 





R in ees = Tx 


June 24 Harston 











Wittiams, Wir11am Swain, Holyhead, Butcher Bangor 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


| Lensox, Heven, Liverpool Liverpool Rec Ord April 1, 
1897 Rese May 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Acton, Ricuarp Luioyp, Mortimer, Salop, Farmer May 
25 at 12.20 8S Thursfield, Kidderminster, Solicitor 
Atnrorp, ALBERT Epwarp, Portswood, Southampton, 
pony May 24 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, South- 


poe "Jous, Stockland, Devon, Farmer May 27 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 

Beavuwoyt, 'ANNIR, West a Lanes June 4at 3 
Off Ree. st, P: 


+ 


Brown, Huoa Horatio, a1 Bank Clerk May 21 at 11 
Off Rec, —v: ‘8 gate, pom 





40, Bt Rie 
Ctionnn, 4 Samvuge., Huddersfield, May 24 at 12 
Off Ree, 19, John William st, duddersficlt 
| Cuapnam, Grores, er May 26 








at 12.15 Off Rec, 28, York 
Constantine, Euriy Lazensy Halifax, Dressmaker May 
24 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall rs, Halifax 
Davies, am Cardiff May 25 "at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
D ane, WwW ow an B Leeds, Commission Agent Ma 
1xon, WALTER BensaMin, 
24ati1 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds . 
Eatos, Jounx Wiuiam, Smallbridge, Rochdale, Carter 
May 21 at 11 Townhall, Rochdale 
Eccxss, Josuua, Formby, Lancs, Grocer May 24 at12 Off 
Feriows, Hewny, Sedgley, Staffs May 24 at 19.15 Of 
y 
Gixcoup, James Lioner, Maida Vale May 21 at 2.30 
Bankru) bh st 


Gorris, eeee Joux, Old J chmbrs, Law Costs 
Draftsman May 2 at ll ptey buildings, 


Gaarxoxn, Joun, Port Carlisle, Cumberland, Innkeeper 
May 24at3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st. 

Haauey, Anprew Auuey, Kidderminster, Fruiterer May 
25 at 12. , Bolici 


40 8 Thursfield, itor 
ey Y Oxford, Horse 


Hanewson, Wiittam, Stratton A 
Trainer ag bene Off Rec, 1, St Aldate st, Oxford 
May 21 at 


Hempstrep. N, 
12.30 24, Railway ap London 
‘ownsenn, Li May 24 at 
May 26 at 12 


HertonstTaui, Gzoros 
30 Off 35, Victoria 
ae ene Se ee tter 
665, 
Hu, oe, Cardif, Tai Dealer May 24 at 3 
65, High st, 
— ARTHUR, Moldbeatoe, tails, Butcher May 24 at 
Off Rec, King st, Nowondle under Lyme 
Quam Tuomas, Eccles, Lancs May 26 at 3 Off Reo, 
J ay Sey ag Draper June 4 at 3.30 
upsow, WALTE: ‘ancy une 
Off 14, Chapel st, Preston 
BORGE aed Holsworthy, 
or May 24 at 1.15 Ting’c brome Biot Hotel, _ 
iam, ‘anny Exvizapertn, Stou Grocer May 25 at 12 
Luswetyry, Witstan, Liansamlet, Grocer 21 
at12 Off Rec, 31 Alexandre rd, Swans or 
seat} ee Fs ay Cardi, Manufacturer sAgent - May 
aoafonsat, Jonx, Gare, Gal Scents eee May 31 at 3 
ar tae’ Comea st May 23 at 12 Bank- 
Monsen, ARRY, ann, Graley, Worcs, Brewer's Manager Ma 
24 at 10.30, ‘ ‘Dudley 4 


cake 


Lanaury, 
Decorat 


— eetetoun, Joser room 











Evans, Jony, Halstead, Essex, Dealer June 24 Harris & Co, Halstead 

Feanysips, Henry, Bournemouth June 5 Smythe & Lefroy, Bournemouth 

Hauwas, James, Huddersfield June9 Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

Hawortn, Nancy, Blackpool June15 Alfred Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Hew anp, Rosent, Henrrietta st June 10 Hind, Great Trinity lane 

Howvex, James, Marland, nr Rochdale July 1 Brooks & Co, Ashton under Lyne 

Houume, Bens amin Gzonos, Oldham, Plumber June 15 Ascroft & Maw, Oldham 

Jacosson, Cuanies Loneuer, Sutton, Surrey June 22 Cobbett & Co, Manchester 

Leysuox, Axx, White Rock, nr Swansea June? Thomas, Cardiff 

Maruer, Anpaew, Mold, Flint, Licensed Victualler June5 Marston, Mold 

Meacuer, Jonw Francis, Collyhurst, Manchester, Bootmaker June 3 Shippey & 
J Manchester 


Monteomeny, Francis, Paulerspury, Northampton, Farmer June1 Roche, Daventry 
Neave, Mary, Ipswich Junel Notcutt & Son, Ipswich 

Pace, Soruta, Maldon, Essex June5 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq 

Paut, Cuartes Wituiam, Bristol, Merchant May 26 Fussell & Co, Bristol 

, Huyton, nr Liverpool, Chartered Accountant June 10 North 


diet Wseee Fraxcis, Sidmouth, Devon, Butcher June 24 Brutton, Exeter 
Snorrnoss, Lue Townsenp, Westbourne ter, Hyde Park July1 Saxton & Morgan, 


st, Portman sq 
Srewart, Witt1am Epwarp, Hove, Sussex Juneé Clutton, Whitehall pl 
Tom.ixsow, Rosert, Chiswick June 20 Sanders Fiske, Norfolk st, Strand 
Watson, Avexanver Litian, Brighton June 30 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 
Wesr, Sauvet, Yorktown, Surrey June 10 ‘Henry C Lunn, Yorktown 
Wuarton, Rocer, Bolton July 17 Greenhaigh & Cannon, Bolton 
Witiars, Witiiam Heyey, Bermondsey June30 May & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 
Woon, Isaac, Leeds, Currier June 2i 


W & E H Foster, Leeds 


Tas Merats anv Minerats Exrvoration ann Dsvevor- 
ment Co, Fleet st May 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
et iw Ford, Devon, Skilled Labourer 


Nic Cuaruzs, jun, and Joux Hanaisow, Alderman- 
—} Manufacturers May 25 at 12° Bank- 


ru bidgs, st 
CL: W, Beak st, st, Recsuantone May 21 
Raprorp, Ricuarp ARTHUR, jy von T Draper 


May 21 at 11.30 Off Ree, 's gate, 
Reppisn, bt Peters Church wal, Beeston, Notts May 21 at 12 Of 


Ritey, eR, ee Off Rec, 
Ro rok. beats Poeun Coal Agent May 31 at 
BER % 
3.30 Off On Fisher st, Carlisle 


Srevens, Joan, 
thenszeum 


10, ig eee 
Swain, Many Mary Miuurcan Evizasera Dixwooor, Bard, ar 
June 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, ot, 


— 
72 wees geo 
iia: 
if at 18 08 Off Ree, Bao, it) Hartford Coventry Pea 
22 af 12.80 County Court Bheep st, North- 


ampton 
Wi Grocer 
wid Of Hae, 3, Vi eens, Loom, May 25 at 
ea at 130 no, Calnghont, Been, chmbrs, Temple avue 
ALro A Ep oa Pm 5 sen 
mp, ALBERT WARD, 
Plumber Southampton Pet May 10 Ord May 
Anstis, Joux, ', Ip Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet: 
May 10 Ord May 10 





u 1 
Boi, Joan » Lancs, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
mig Coun Be Geis Od ae 
rune yo ues i-mate olverhampton Pet 
ea High Court Pet 
aoe. — te : - aedmee 
pm more Ly me Fruiterer Kid-- « 

















Inn. Gzoncr, Bridgwater, Baker 
? ‘May 10 Ord May 10 
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Harais, Atrrep Sauce, Moss Side, Tiontoeties, House 
H Furnisher Guonse, Towssnto, Liverpool y : 
EPTONSTALL, Gzonat Townszyp, Liverpool verpoo! 
Pet April 26 Ord May : 
ee, ILLIAM, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet May 8 Ord 


Jann. n. Jonx. ®: ae Cornwall, Farmer Plymouth Pet Feb 
13 
Jonns, Joay, Rhondda vag, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
t May 12 Ord May 
Jusacts, Georar, Dridewater, Baker Bridgwater Pet 


May 10 Ord May 10 
Kears«y, F «x, Cheltenham, Gardener Cheltenham 
Kener, Jour, Sheffield, = asser Shetfficld Pet May 10 
Ord May 1 





Pet May 10 Ord May 


Morais eat, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet May 10 
Ord May 10 

Newrox, Josern Lewis. Sneinton, Notts, Baker Notting- 
ham Pet Mayi1 Ord May 11 

Orgxsuaw, Georce Henry, Pendleton, Salford, Plumber 
Salford Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Paice, aie Glascomb, Radnor, Farmer Leominster Pet 
May Ord May 12 

River, A, Bradford, Farmer Bradford Pet May 10 
Ord May 10 


Ropertsox, Avexaxper, Carlisle, Coal Agent Carlisle 
Pet Mayil Ord May 11 

Tuomas, Rens Morcax, Senghenydd, Glam, Butcher 
Pontypridd Pet Mayil Ord May 11 

Waxes, Wittram Tuomas, Colnbrook, Bucks Windsor 
Pet May7 Ord May 10 

Witurams, Witt ier — Holyhead, Butcher Bangor 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNU LLED. 


Bexxertt, Wittiam Henny, Powis sq, Bayswater, Theatri- 
oat Manager High Court Adjud Nov 14,1894 Annul 
in 0, 1897 
Cocpow, Jonny Moxtacuer, Royal avenue, Chelsea, 
High Court Adjud Aug 1. 1894 Annul May i0, ior 
Kinestoxz, Joux, Barton Hill, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 
Adjud Aug 20, 1494 Annul ‘April 30, 1897 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, May 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Biruuscuam, Apert, Quarry Bank, Stafford, Chain 

wfacturer Stourbridge Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Broox, Witiiam, Meatey, Staffs, Butcher Hanley Pet 
May 13 Ord May 1: 

Cuagaen, FS, Picesdilly High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 


y 1 

Crossan, Jonxn Weare, Wookey, Semasnete, Wheelwright 
Wells Pet May13 Ord May 13 

Fuxtcuzs, Frepenick, Deritend, Birmingham, Tobacconist 
a Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

ane pr wien ester st High Court Pet Mar 

oun bay "Manchester, Physician Manchester Pet 
May 15 May 15 

Guumeae, Sipyry a Hereford, Tailor Hereford 

wane Bes See cyan get "Lape P 
npy, Tuomas, apart, Cycle Agent verpool Pet 
April 23 May 


Matgebaren, af Birsal, York, Stationer Dewsbury 
Mer 13 Ord May 13 
Hosxixo, Hexry Jony, a. Cornwall Innkeeper 
Truro Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
ae A arog oster row, Bookseller High Court 


Ja Argtruur Grorce, Danbury, Essex, Licensed Vict- 
Chelmsford Pet May 10 Ord May 1 0 
Jouneox, Cuantes H, Silverdale, Staffs, Clothier Hanley 
Pet May 3 Ord May 14 
Jouxsos, Enxest Wii114m, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs 
= Correspondent Salford Pet May 13 Ord 


y 
Kwuarr, Antave, Savile row High Court Pet May 13 
Ord May 13 


y 
Locxwoop, Gzoncz Hexay, Gainsborough, Plumber 
Mclarree, anuns Jom rail” Boat Cardiff Pet 
ABLES JOHN, Ua! eer e 

May 1’ Ord May aa 
Mayo, Tuomas Caer, Birmingham, Varnish Merchant 


Epwazp Heyry, Wer Bridgford, Notts, Hard- 
ware Nottingham PetMayi4 Ord May 14 
Wotton under 


Edge, Glos 
May 15 Ord May 15 
Patrinsox, Witt1am Bursir, Darl . Baker Stockton 
on Tees May 13 Ord May 13 
Tuomas, * Laton, Bedford, Revenue Officer Luton 
Pet AprilS Ord May 13 
Powz.t, Joux me Milford pore, Pembroke, 
Stationer broke Dock Pet May 13° Ord May 18 
Bamevey, Jouy. ghee J Yorks, Brad- 
ford Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Rosixsox, Tuomas, eee, Butcher Stockton on 
a Tees Pet May 12 Ord May 13 Hotel 
ANDERSON, GeoRGE UMP, por Proprietor 
Pet May 15 Ord Ma: 





a 


y 14 
—, Sa Penzance, Baker Truro Pet May 12 Ord 
Srnops, Warren Ensen, Yeovil, Baker Yeovil Pet Ma: 
Ta yo} Can 1 st, rd omatd 
z RA, Edgware 
AYP et May 14 Ord May 14 s 
, Heyny Tuomas . Ol tee rd, Butcher 


Staite, Commission Agent 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 14: 


Bridgwater Pet 





——— 


FIRST MEETINGS. 2 


A.tpricutTox, Joun, Polesworth, Warwick, Collier June 
16 at1l 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Borromuey, James, Oldham, Yarn Agent May 25 at 11.30 
of Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st. Oldham i 

Bracewe.t, Harrier, Burnley, Weaver May 28 at 1 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Brockityetos, Georce Samuet, Birmingham, Manufac- 


| Buaxeut, Argraue Caisp, Gt —, Sad Dealer 
Yarmouth Pet April 29 Ord May 
| Broox, Wititam, — Staffs, Butcher Hanley 
May 13 Ord ‘May 13 


Ulverston Pet May10 Ord May 14 
ham Pet May4 Ord Ma: 


| 
turing Jeweller May 26 at1l 23, Colmore row, Bir- | Creexe, Antaoxy Buck, j jun, Deadenbal st, Solicitor High 


Court Pet April 22” Ord 


mingham | Caossman, Jonny Weare, Wooker, Somerset Wheel wright © 
— t.. oo On Ben Bi Winter, at Builder Wells Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


Cuapwick, Josera Baiaos, 
mer May25at3 Off Ree, 16, Cornwaliis st, Barrow- 
in-Furness 

Cuaster, W G, Piccadilly May 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Cones, Marxs Menors, Brady st, Provision Dealer May | 
25at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cotey, Grorce WE Ls, Birmingham, Grocer May 27 at 
11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Creeks, Antuony Buck, i n, i, Leadenhall st, Solicitor May 
25at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Crossway, Jonny Weare, Wookey, te, Wheel wright 


Pet April9 Ord May 13 
Pet Mar 18 Ord May 
Govutp, Henry, eotetes, Physician Manchester 
May 15 Ord Ma 
ham Pet April9 Ord May 1 


| Gresty, Josepu. Shrewsbury, a Shrewsbury 
Mar9 Ord May 14 


May 26 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol Gairritas, Stoxey Age. Hereford, Tailor Hereford | 


Dicxtnsos, Annre, Plymouth May 26 at ‘uu 10, Athenzeum Pet May 12, Ord Ma 
ter, Plymouth Pet May 13 Ord Ma: 

Dopp, Amanpa Hewxrierta, East Stonehouse, Devon ¥ x 
Stationer May 26at 11.30 10, Atheneum ter, Ply- a "God Map ie urrey, Finsasieer §=Cnyéen 


mouth 
Eow ——s Joun Stevenson, Rhyl, Flints, Journalist May Hoskixo, Hexry Jous, Towednack, Cornwall, Innkeeper’ 
Licensed Vise! 


G nt S a0 Pig canny, Se .¥ ret} (On Ree, 15 J w.. wo Fes — pty Essex, 
00D, JANE, Tims’ y 26 a qi ’ ‘ 
Cubcone th, Gb Guameee tualler Chelmsford Pot May 10 Ord May 10 
INNALLS, Gzorcz, Bridgwa 
Mr Tamlyn, High st, Bridgwater 
Jacxsox, Many Ettex, Oldham, Greengrocer May 25 at 
11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 


May 14 
Lock woop, Grorcr Heyry, Seno, Plumber 
ecoln Pet May 14 Ord May 14 





Jones, Morris Owe, era” Builder May 27 at 12 | Looxen, Cuasies, Maidenhead Windsor Pet April 14 


Ord May 14 


65, High st, Merthyr Ty | Mrrcue.y, Epwarp Henry, West Bridgford, Notts, Hard~ 


Jones, Tuomas, Chester, By ad May 26 at 3 Crypt | 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

Joyser, Timoray, and Jaues Joyner, Gloucester, Tailors | 
May 25 at 3 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloscester 

Kearsty, Freperick, Cheltenham, Gardener May 27 at 3 | 
County Court bl , Cheltenham 


‘ | Powe t, Joun Martin, 
Kaner, Jot aes fd, Canvasser May 26 at 2.30 Off | broke Dock Pet May 13 Ord May 


| Pauaer, Wituian, Birmi 
Pet May7 Ord 


ton on Tees Pet wag, 2 Ord May 


Kxapp, Antuve, Savile row May 31 at 12 Bankruptcy Ramspen, Joun, Appletreewick, Yorks, _ ae Brad- 


bidgs, Carey st ford Pet May13 Ord May 


Buil x4 + memmeren Newport, Mon 


Cuapwick, Josern Baiaes, Sandside, nr pepccn Farmer 


| Cover, Georce Was, tare Grocer Birminge & 


andside, nr Ulverston, Far- | D4visox, Witttam Agave, Connah's Quay, Flint Chester) 
Dovpett, Henry Gacsnn, seem, Builder High Court 


Draftsman High Court Pet April2 Ord Mav 13 


| 
ae Henrpert ; So bla Jewry chmbrs, Law Costs 
| 
| 
nar, oeaen, Esh A ’ Winning, Durham, Grocer Dard 


Haroreaves, Roperr, Birstall, York, Stationer Dewsbury 
James, Grirriru, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet April 14 
ter, Baker May 28 at 10.45 Ord ° 


am, Coal Merchant Birming- 
| Parrinsoy, WILLIAM Zvene, attington, Baker Stock- 7 


ware Dealer "Birmingham, Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


ilford Haven, Stationer Pem. 



































Gt 
Pet 


P 


Pet 


Pa 


Line 


Lawrence, Eowanp, Walsall, Fruiterer May 27 at 11.30 nena, Joun, and Nor Gnatax Wuitrieip, Tae 
Off alsall | 


Rec, W: 30 Ord Ma 


Lixscott, Water W, Finsbury pavement, Business Trans- Rosmsos, * we. Sow Middlesborough, Butcher Stockton 


fer Agent May 28at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey a 
Merk, CHarxes, May 26 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park 
row, Leeds 
Morris, Wittram, Swansea, Grocer May 26 at 12 Off 
Ree, ¢ 31, ay Swansea Stenhees in acl 
Parmer, Wiii1aM, Birmingham, Coal Merchan' y 
at 11 23,Colmore row, Birmingham | Senger ee ae Lon 
Pym, Wusshe. sont, Wetnesbury, Staffs, Builder May ee 
Watil O : 
Satmox, THomas, Corwen, Merioneths, Chemist May 26 oe ea Yeovil, Baker Yeovil Pet 
at 2.30 The Priory, W: 


on Tees Pet May1l1 Ord May 
Rossiter, Hagry, aoe Bristol, "Bailder Bristol 
Feb 25 Ord May 13 


ton upon Hull Pet May 14 
wall High Court Pet 


Stoccetr, Rosert, Morwenstow, Cornwall May 25 at 2| = “Gul Grorce Feepenick, vesuhom, 1 aera Fishmonger | 


White Hart Hotel, Holsworthy idford Pet May? Ord May 13 


Tapscott, Wiit1am W, Liverpool, one June 1 at 


12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! y14 Ord May 14 


Tuomas, Davip Gutvrerra, Cardiff _ Cpeuantasion Agent May Tennant, Wituiam, Hanley, aes, Commission Agent 


27 atll Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Card 
bates Epwin fa bd, Teddington May 28 at 12 
tey bldgs, Carey st | 


| Hanley Pet May13 Ord Ma: 
Sunderland Pet April24 Ord May 13 


Wane 1LL1AM Tuomas, Colnbrook, Bucks May 25 at | Amended . substituted for that published in the 


ES hy — lg erated andl 
Ww T 1LL14M, Suni ccoun’ y 
“5 at 3 “Off Rec, 25, ines, Sunderland Lame 0 Ord te — Baker Bridgwater 
Wit a JH, ‘on, Montgomerys, Farmer May 26 at | 
Off Rec ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Rec, Lianidloes | 
ADJUL DICATION 8. 
, Boot M. 


Awprews, Auzert, Lei 





turer Leicester as A. E. Savory), Hemstall st, West Hampstead, 
Pet April 24 Ord May 13 Adjud July 1, 1896 Annul May 13, 1897 
Bitiixeuam, ALBERT, ee Bank, Stafford, Chain Manu- "Wickes, CxHarizs H., Northwood, Middlesex, 
facturer Stourbridge et May 13 Ord May 13 Windsor ~—— Jan 28, 1897 Annul April 30 


Sanperson, Henry, Kingston PP Ord bay Builder Kings 


ra, Anniz, Penzance Truro Pet May12 Ord Mayif 


Tay zen, Genese +p Guage st, Edgwa-:e rd Salford | 


| Savory, Attaw Epwarp (described in Receiving Ord 

































Pet 


Mar 


Watson, hina _— ow Banderiand, Accountant | 


G 


G 
















CAN 


BE 
TESTED | 
FREE. 


BH COCO 


Address (a postcard will do); 
Dr. TIBBLES’ VI-COCOA, Limited, 
60, 61, & 62, Bunhill Row, 
London, E.C. 












terre eae 


WAN Ne 
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